SOy UNITEDSTATESENV}R%HMENTALPROTEC“ONAGENCY
EGION 10

2 1200 Sixth Avenue
¥ , Seatlle, WA 98101 .

~

Reply To | . - .
A Of OW-134 - Ju 18 Zmﬂ

- David Mabe, Administrator
State Water Quality Programs
Idaho Division of Environmental Quahty
1410 N. Hilton
Boise, Idaho 83706-1255

Re:  Middle Fork Payette River Sub-basin Assessment and TMDL. (HUC: 17050121)
Dear Mr. Mébe: |

. The U.S. Bavironmental Protection Agency (EPA) is pleased to approve the Middle Fork
Payette River TMDL submitted to us on December 31, 1998, as revised on December 23, 1999,
for the following pammetcrs

Waterbody Segment - - " Paramgter
Middle Fork Paye_tte River Big Bulldog Cneek-tb SF Payette River ©  sediment

We look forward to nnplemcntanon of the TMDL, and contmmng to work oollaboratwely
on water quahty issues m the Middle Fork Payette waxcrslwd.

By EPA’s approval, this TMDL is now incorporated ifito the State’s Water Quality
Management Plan under Section 303(¢) of the Ciean Water Act. If you have any comments or
. ‘questions, please feel free to call me at (206) 553- 1261, or you may call Lelgh Woodruff of my
" staff at (208) 378-5774. : _ _ .

Sincerel'y,

@
;. Rendall F.
- Director
Office of Water

mith

ce: . Michael MclIntyre, JTDEQ
© - Don Bssig, IDEQ _ : _
~ Steve West, IDEQ . o C e
a E printedon Recycted paper



IDAHO DEPARTMENT
- OF HEALTH AND WELFARE

| & DIVISION OF
-~ B ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

- 1410 North Hion, Boge, 1D 83706-1255, {208) 3720502 Philip E. Batt. Governar

- 31 December 1998
L7 Randall Smith, Director

Office of Water
" United States Environmental Protection Agency, R.egmn 10
" 1200 Sixth Avenue
- Seattle, WA 98101
»™  DearMr. Smith:

3 MmﬂMWMFMPMMSMAMMMTMMm
” - Daily Load (TMDL). WWWMWMMWuWC
o This constitutes a formal submission to the United States Environmental Agency of the
- MFﬁmmmMmemmmdMEm&)Ywm
" meMWmmmdwmmemmmmm, hapte:
. mmamofﬁnvmmm&dsmﬂﬂnhﬁdﬂehrkhymmm”nm
W currently constituted, meets all the hecessary criteria under §303(d) of the Federal Clean Water
-~ MuaMmMWW&MWFWkP&MM ‘Therefore, this
e ' ubmitted for your approval. The following list provides a guide to sections of this
i mmmmmadMamwwamcmndmmmm
g 1997, MM@DEQMEPA.

o Sections 2.2 and 2.3
- Section 3.2 _

. Sections 2.3 and 3.2
- Section3.2
N o e | Section 3.2
6) Margm of Sab‘ety o Section 3.2
- 7) Public Participation: Sections 4and 5
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Figure 1: Middle Fork Payette River Location Map
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

2. Sub-basin Assessment

2.0. Middle Fork Payefte Water Quality at a Glance

Widdle Fovic Papstis Biver Hydrotogi: Uret

Hydrologic Unir Code.

Beneficial Uses Affcied

2.1, Characterization of Watershed :

The Middle Fork Payetta River is located in central Jdaho, about 64 km (40 mi) north of Boise. The
Middle Fork Payette river generally flows south, south-west, through the town of Crouch, ID. The South
Fork Payette joins the Middle Fork downstream of the town of Crouch to form the main stem of the
Payette River. The Payette River then flows generally westward until Banks, ID, where the North Fork
Payette River joins it. From Banks the Payette River flows west and south-west through the Idaho
commnnmes ofHorseshoeBend, Emmett,Payetteunhl it reaches the Snake River near Ontario, OR.

2.1.1, Physu:al and _Blologlca_l Characteristics

2.1.1.1. Climate

The Middle Fork Payette River basin is locabed in the Northern Rocky Mountain physiographic province at

the western edge of the Salmon River Mountains. Local climate is characterized as contineata] with
occasional maritime weather mass intrusions. The annual weather cycle consists ofcold winters and sarm

summmwhmgrammlehangesofseammmbympldcbmgesmweather :

During the winter and early spring monﬂls warm, humid air masses can enter the region causing rapid
snow melt which, when combined with rainfall, create saturated soil conditions and high stream flow
events. These climatic évents, also called rain-on-snow events, occur periodically and can trigger large
and/or numerous landslides. A large rain-on-snow event during the winter of 1997 resulted in numerous
landslides within much of the Middle Fork Paycttc River basin. These recent landslides greatly influence
the current sediment load within the basm

The nearest long-term temperature and precipitation monitoring stations are located at Garden Valley,
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Lowman, and Deadwood Summit. The weather stations located at Garden Valley and Lowman have a
period of record from 1948 to present. Deadwood Summit weather station has a period of record from
1936 to present. ' _

As typical for mountainous, continental climates, the Middle Fork Payette has warm summer days and cool
nights. Summer thunderstorms are often intense events accompanied by heavy rainfall, hail, and lightning,
Night-time temperatures can be below freezing beginning in September. Winter days and mghts are cold
with snowfall beginning in late-October and lasting through March. Average monthly maximum daily

" tempetatures range from 0.6°C (33 °F) in January to 34°C (93 °F) in July, while average monthly
‘minimums range from -8°C (18 °F) in January to 9°C (48 °F) in July at elevations of 975 meters (3200

feet). Mean temperatures average 5 °C (9 °F) cooler at elevations above 1615 meters (5300 feet) and 7°C .~

(13 °F) cooler at elevations above 2000 meters (6562 feet). The snowfall accounts for about §0% of the
annual precipitation.

Climatic conditions within the Middle Fork Payette were estimated using linear relationships derived from:=7:

average annual data collected at these three stations (IDEQa, 1998). The following list summarizes the
basic climatic characteristics representative of the high (2091 meters, 6860 feet), middie (1212 meters,
3976 feet), and low (978 meters, 3208 feet) elevation portions of the watershed:

Table 1: Climate Summary of the Middle Fork Payette River

Average Annual Air  Average Annual Average Annual
- Elevation (m/ft) Temperature ("C/F) Precipitation (mm/in) Snowfall Depth (mlﬁ)
Upper 209 1/6860 1.0/34 950737 ' 7.0/23
Middle 1212/3976 6.4/44 689/27 : 2719
Lower 978/3208 7.9/46 650/25 1.5/5

2.1.1.2. Hydrography ‘

The Middle Fork Payette River watershed has predommantly a southerly aspect with side dramages facing
generally east and west. ‘The South Fork-Payette River j jOlllS the Middle Fork Payette River one mile south
of Crouch, Idaho to form the Main Payette River. This section between the Middle Fork Payette River and
North Fork Payette is locally and commonly referred to the South Fork of the Payette . The Middle Fork
Payette River drains 756 km® (292 mi’) (USDA 1976). The river is nearly 74 km (46 mi) long, excluding
numerous tnbutarm within the sub-basin.

The valley cross sections within the Middle Fork Payette are usually deep, V-shaped in the mountainous
upper elevation, shallow and rounded at mid-elevations, and become very wide within the lower vatley
near Crouch where deposition dominates the valley formation. The stream channel varies from Rosgen “B”
type in the upper watershed to a “C” type in the lower watershed. The elevation of the stream is commonly
bedrock controlled. The “B™ channels are generally transport reaches and are dominated by particles of a
bimodal distribution. Many particles are of boulder and large cobble sized, the second group is primarily
sand sized or smailer sized particles. The “C” channels are generally dzposmon reaches and are dominated
by sand sized or smaller sized particles.

The annuai peak flow events often correspond with periods of maximum snowmelt and rain-on-snow
events. Peak flows that result from spring snowmelt typically occur from April to June with the majority

5.
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of runoff coming from higher elevanons in late May and early June. Rain-on-snow events typicaily occur
from January through March,

Rain-on-snow related melt and high flows typically occur below elevations of 1981 m (6500 ft). High-
intensity summer thunderstorms can result in surface runoff and localized flooding from disturbed areas in .
smaller drainages. _ :

About 61% of the precipitation exits.the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin as streamflow (USGS, 1998;
Western Regional Climate Center, 1998). Springs and seeps in the sub-basin vary in size, source, and
location. Constant flowing springs and intermittent seeps occur in areas of well-fractured bedrock, mostly
in areas of north-facing toe slopes. -Seeps are common at mouths of secondary drainage ways where -
surface waters flow intermittently in sprmg Hot springs are usually in the bottoms of major drainages and
associated with fault zones.

Numierous:water: body. naming systems have beenused over the years. ‘The Idaho Division of - e
Environmental Quality (IDEQ) and the Idaho Department.of Water Resources established Water Body -
Identification (WBID) numbers for waters in the state. This numbering system was used to identify
specific waters.. Slight modifications of‘the:amnbering system were made to ensure unique WBID -
numbers statewide. Table 2 provides some commonly used water body numbering systems.

Sixth field hydrologic units (sub-watersheds) identified within the Middle Fork Payette can contain several
identified waters, and thus have more than one water body identification numbers associated within them.
Names of the suah field hydrologlc units thhm the Middle Fork Payette are illustrated in Figure 2.

2.1.1.3, Geoloy, Soils, and Land,forms . )
The Middle Fork Payette River basin is located within the southern Idaho Batholith and is dominated by
_ forest vegetat:on The terrain within the subwbasin varies from wide valley bottoms to steep hillsides with
elevations ranging from 975 meters (3200 &) to 2652 meters (8700 fi). The Middle Fork Payette River
sub-basin is within the Ndrﬂ:eni Rocky Mountain physiographic province (USDA, 1976).

The Middle Fork Payette River sub—basm is near the western boundary of the Idaho Batholith (Figure 3).
The Idaho Batholith is a granitic intmsive body that extends 483 km (300 mi) in a north-south direction
and ranges from 129 km (80 mi) to 193 kin (120 mi) wide. The batholith is composed of two lobes: the
Bitterroot lobe to the north and the Atlanta lobe in the south, which includes the Middle Fork Payette River
sub-basm This area of Idaho is underlain by Cretaceous and Tertiary dge intrusive rocks. Older plutons
emplaced during the Cretaceous time were extensively faulted and then intruded by epizonal plutonic rocks
and. dike swarms. - The Cretaceous batholith was exposed at the surface by Eocene time and lower
extrusive units were later deposited on the surface. Rock composition of the batholith ranges from quartz -
gabbro to granite with the most common rocks consisting of granodiorite and quartz monzonite. The -
dominant rock type in the Middle Fork Payeite River sub-basin is a two-mica granite (Muscovite-Biotite
Granite).
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Table 2. Middle Fork Payette River Water body Identification Numbers*

Idaho Water Quality Pac‘iﬁc; Northwest | Ig’e:‘t‘;‘ﬁﬁn -
Standards Rivers System ot Major Tributary
ID-17050121-01
1D-17050121-03
- ID-17050121-04
SWB-322 703.00° D 170012705 | Middle Fork Payeste
: ID-17050121-10 River
ID:17050121-12
ID-17050121-16
ID-17050121-18
704.00 ID-17050121-02 | Anderson Creek
708.00 ID-17050121-17 |  Bull Creek
ID-17050121-05 | Lightning Creek
ID-17050121-07 -
“D-170s012108 | 6 pulldos Creck
ID-17050121-09 |  Bulldog Creck
None Available _'mqmspim-u | Rattlesnake Creek
Nooe Available | [D17002M13 |
' [D-17050121-15 o
ID-17050121-14 |  PeaceCreek
' ID-17050121-19 "
) ID-17050121-20 Seriver Creek
ID-17050121-21 ° Middle Fork Scriver
Creek

*Based on Fourth Field Hydrelogic Unit Code.

-~
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Sixth Field Hydrologic Unit Sub-Watersheds
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The steep, dissected mountainous lands of quartz monzonite and granodiorite have slopes ranging from 20
to 65 percent (Figure 4). The pnmary orphlc proc&ases that have shaped the landscape mc!ude
faulting, fluvial actions, it

the sub-basin f_'ollqws ano

ia aceumulated behind fault blocks that _;
streams became deeply mcnsed and ' '

of the Middle Fork Payette River negr Ra!iroad :
asin divide may have drained into the hwdwaters of the

'aildgmndﬁratmld

areas, above 2133

k Téayette R.lvcr sub-basin (Bonse National Forest,

1995; Lee m 1996), Slmpson and Wallace (1982) reported bridgelip suckers (Catostomus
columbianus) collected at the confluence of the Middle Fork and South Fork of the Payette rivers. They
were also observed in Anderson Creek (Boise National Forest, 1995). Rainbow trout and brook trout

10
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have been introduced (Lee et al., 1996). Native interior redband trout and introduced rainbow trout are
the most widéspread and abundat resident species (Boise National Forest, 1995). Interior redband trout
numbers are depressed mrwgﬁoﬂ‘f mostof the Middle ‘Fork’ Payette River $ub-basin and pn dicted to be
strong in Buil Creek waters (Liee ot al;;{996). Bull trout have besn obsérved in Buli € v
throughout the Middle Fork Payette River, and haven’t been detecmd in Bulldog Cmek, Sixmile Creek,
Silver Creek. Strength status has not been predicted. Buil trout spawning is ui:hkeiy to occur helow

1500 meters (4920 ﬂ:) elevation or in watersheds smalier than 400 ha (990 acres) in size (R;eman etal.,
1995). Bull trout spawning and rearing is anlikely in most of the watershed, Upper portions of Ball
Creek md Upper dedie Fork Payette are the mty segments cumy beﬁgwd ‘buil trout spawnmg _

Creek_ Peace Creek, upper Silver Creek, lower < Bul Creek, lower Upper Middle Fork Payem and W
portions of Six Mile Cre&k ' : : o

Many @mampmmmm fish amofoemem beemot'ﬂwiwedueednumm

" 'ﬁmwsm Onﬂ:emherhand,ﬂmmﬁshthsemvwobmmimm
suchasthls TMDL pﬂmm “Bull; trout werehsrsdaadmedbythe us Fish and

spawners Bull mmt lzkz!y exhibit ﬂtwml and residential life hlseory forms in the Middte Fori: Payette
River sub-basin, s;pawnmg and rearing in tributary streams for a varmble number of years be m ggp\_rm_g

‘Lyle.B %Cﬂﬁey'--ﬁshwbwlogm forﬁ!e BmseN&[onai F&est, eva!nated&:e 2
Middle Fork Payette River: Their primary conclusion was that the fack of qiia it ‘_j pﬂ&s was iinﬁfiﬂg
cold wm ﬁsh mi&s (&mneim 19?8) T T A i

2.1.1.6. Sub-watmmandsmm(‘ﬂmﬁctm U ' o
The vailey cross séctions within tribitaies to the Middlé Fork: Payetl:eam deep V—shaped in the
mountainott¥ Bpper elevation, shallow and rounded at mid-elevations, and become very wide within'the
lower valley of the Middle Fork Payette near Crouch. The stream chanmel varies from Rosgen “B” type

12
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in the upper watershed toa“C? type in the Iower watersl_led The “B” channels are gener: lly ;xansPort

'.__._“--- S

Crenmdhog i 6 HF - LW
Laka 6.7 i3 20
Bridge 9.1 123 141
Rocky Caieyon 24 543 254
Pyie 03 2.4 306

*(Fﬂ:zgerald gt al. iQQ&a)

S 2.1.2. Cuttural Chsractenstms . '
The Middle, Fork Paxeﬂ;a Riverhasmaslocawd mVaHeyaadBo;szemglm Ahww?% cﬁ'mmm

Lands, and ﬁw Boise Cascade Corporat:on (Flgure S) The remainmg 3% is cmlm:iofﬁe m«f

Crouch and small agnculture operatlons, and recmtlonal homes

mpulmonmm mvm@cow portion oftheMMemw -
headwaters and has no domestic residences. For comparison though, Valley County.
~ people per square mile and Boise County has 1.8 people per square mile: These low:populatic
reflect the large amount of federal and state land. Both counties have experienced a high pementage of
population growth when compared to other counties in Idaho, leyxthme times the state average .

(McGinnis, 1996). “This equates to about a 250 peoplc per Wr mcrgase in Boise. County and a 400 peoﬁle .

peryearmmmVal!eyCGuﬂty PO TN T SR

:3

_aka&admay@fiiﬁ

Ly
Y
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A major road extends up the Middle Fork Payette River to Boiling Springs, a popular hot springs, with
other roads extending up tributaries such as Anderson Creek Scriver Creek, Lightning Creek, Sixmile
Creek, West Fork Creek, and Silve koA hot sp @!ﬂmﬂl along llg&‘ Cree and I;here

are numerous tindeveloped hot spi
urbanized area within the sub-basi
year-around residences) located alg
Terrace La ocated on benches 3

lower river and its tnbntanes. T@ kargest subdi s;on,
-Spnngs Creek ' :

Agriculture is’
within the fla

Middle Fork Pay
Crouch.

2.1.2.1. Land Use ar

2.1.2.1.1 Forestry
Recent disturbance activi
include wildfire and road const?
numerous small fires, generally
evident in the Anderson Creek
Creek sub-watersheds. Timber
successional stages. Road d
Maximum road densities can ex
watersheds) ‘The condttmn of the

hin the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin
e Iarger than 809 ha (2000 acres) and
. Wildfire activity has been most
Creek, Scriver Creek, and Pyle
ents, have produced a mosaic of

throughout the sub-basin.
CraﬂkmdSmm!eCreeksub-

Not all areas within the sub-besin associated activities. Some
areashavehadlrtﬂeornoharvestacn k). Currently, stand

" densities within undisturbed areas gen Gt 1t wildfire events

(Malany, 1998).
Manyofﬁxenpmanareasmowd: St and dispersed
recreation camping. Many of the primy iddle Fork
Payette River and tnbumry riparian &

are now yse rsnbwmobﬂes, huntmg,_ were originally
des:gne&@orseasonaluseonlytheydonot : ‘con
sedxment control measures normally present on

21212 Agricultwe/Grazmg

; and ek. Cattle grazing is concentrated in the lower eélevations and sheep
grazing generaﬂy at the mid to high elgvat:ons. Pasture jands are primarily irrigated by gravity flow.
Major water diversions for irrigation occur on Anderson Creek, Lightning Creek, Easley Creek, and the

14
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. ‘g«a
Figure 5: Land Ownership Within the Middle Fork Payette River Basin
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Figure 6: Road Density Within the Middle Fork Payette River Basin
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main stem of the Middle Fork Payette River, Other areas are irrigated by sprinklers or depend on
precipitation (dry land farming). Hay is the typical crop within this area with two cuttings per year on the
average. No t:llagc is requu-ed for this crop unless a modification of the hay variety or quality is desired.
ded Qurrent gonditions. Much of the nice used for | mtense tle grazi
has been converted to pasture '?o: horse. Horses are usually fenced well above the banks of rh_e Mlddle
Fork Payette River. Bank tramp!mg along the Middle Fork Payette Rlv'er is ev:dent in tho areas where
cattle have access to the river, . - _ " \

2.1.2.1.3. Mining . ' ' '

There are no known preolous metals mining activities in the M:ddlc Fork Payette Rwer sﬁh—basm Past
and present aggregate mining is limited to the lower section of the watershed. The Idaho Division of -
Environmental Quality has restricted all point source discharges from existing and proposed aggregaxe
operations in the basin to elumnate sedlment contnbutions from these operatlons cor

2.1.2.1.4. Urban - :
The Middle Fork Payette Rlvog sub-basm has a predomma;ely rural ._ng The few popu!axlon centers
present include the city of Cmuch and numéerous rural subdmsnons. Ihe businesses and homes in Crouch -
and o&aueasmonsopmﬁeorgomﬂyuﬁdsepﬂctanksysﬁems Many of the homes in Crouch and in
the rural subdivisions maititain tawns and the goif course in Terrace Lakes also has vast areas of manicured
landscaping. Also, as mentioned eardier, roads that 'were ongmally butlt for forest products extraction have
become the road system for many housing- sul:sdmsmns withi @e areas adjacent to Crouch. These roads
mayormaynotbere—oons&ucwdforwmnoduse P

2.1.2.2, History and Eoonom
Early settlers used wood products from this area;begmmg i
would have been for ﬂrmod, ‘home constructions, and i
road construction within the valley portion of the sub-basin d
entry into the valley portion, along with-the construetion of 1 5; took place during the 1950s. Up
until 1950, the main Middle Fork Payette road went as far as the' gif Silver Creek, with connecting
roads over Trail Creek Summit and along Silver and Bridge Creeks B;uhng Springs. From the 1950s
on, timber harvesting and associated road construction in the Middle Fe 'ork Payette River sub-basin
expanded into tributaries such as Scriver; Anderson, and Lig This activity continued to
increase through the 1960s and 1970s as the mb—wmhods o ‘West Fork, and Wet Foot
were managed for timber harvest. The Silver Creek Exper ;géw'p in 1961 by the USDA
Forest Service to research various impacts from forest ma in the Ideho Batholith
(Payette vae: _Local Worh_:_g_g_Commltm, 1999). : : .

ytom:dISOOs Theoiajontyofuses
rs. Timber harvesting and associated
during the early 1900s. ‘A second

population occurred within the lower valley pomon of the sub-
Scriver Creek drainages. Smce the 1970s both ty;ms of’ yazmg b

within Little Anderson and
lily declined, '

2.2. Regulatory Requi"i-ements

In 1994 EPA placed five tributaries and the mainstem of the M:dd!e Fork Payette River on Idaho’s §303(d)}
list as water quality limited due to excess sediment. These segments were carried forward to the 1996 list.
The {isted segments included: Anderson Creek, Lightning Creek, Sérivér Creek, Bulldog Creek, Silver
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Creek, and the mainstem of the Middel Fork Payette River. All of these segments were located within the
Boise National Forest and were determined to be water quality limited based on exceedences of the Boise
National Forest Plan standards and guidelines (USDA, 1990) and best professional judgement. Guidance
for listing water bodies as water quality limited provided by Region 10 of the EPA states that any
determination of water quality limited status based on this type of exceedences and professional Judgement
can be re-examined (EPA, 1995). © . o e

The listed water quahty timited segments within the Middle Fork Payette sub-basin were re-analyzed
according to current Idaho water quality standards and the IDEQ Water Body Assessment Guidance
(IDHW, 1996a) as specified under II)AP& 16.01.02.053 during the preparation of this TMDL. The IDEQ
Water Body Assessment Gaidance reqmres the use of the most complebe data available to make beneficial
use support status demmma.uons LR o

Results of the Water Body. Assessment for ﬂthddle Fork Payette River indicate that- the Iower reaches
(i.e., befow Big Bulldog Creek) are not fully supporting cold water biota due to a high sediment load and
subsequent changes to channel m&rphoiogy - The narrative Idaho water quality standard for sediment states
that “sediment shall not exceed quastities,..whichimpair designated beneficial uses” (IDAPA "
16.01.02.200.08). These lower reaches ﬁlemfort;'ﬁm currently considered to be water quality limited
based on the Idahonmat:vewamrqfﬁihystm&rdﬁarsediment

Additional Water Body Assessmentscon&ucﬁedformbutmesto,mdﬂle upper segments of, the Middle
ForkPayenemvafonndthﬁdwgumﬂandex&tmghemﬁcmlusesmcumﬂyatﬁﬂlmmn
inally on the 1994 §303(d) list, havebeendmppedﬁmntheState of
Idsho’s 1998 §303(d) list. The 1998 st has not beeni submitted at the time of this report,
However, the pollutant load allocations this TMDL reflect the current IDEQ support status based on
theWamrBodyAssemeatsfwﬂ:e_ _&Mmﬁwh{rddle!:ork?ayeuekmr

ke

2.2.1. Federal Requnm@s : : - '
The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) ﬂqnm Mratlon and mamtenance of the chemical, physical, and
‘biological intggrity of the nation’s waters W Law 92-500 Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amandxmtgqﬂs'&) Eachstwlswqumdtosdoptwamrthtystandardsuwessarytopmtectfwh
shellﬁah, and wildlife whnle pmﬁdmg for recreatlon in zmd on ﬂ;e water whenever attainable.

Sectlon 303(d) of the Clean Wm

~ mqumcnts»@rm to ndennfyandpnormze water

_ B ite the 2 a@hcatlon of technology based controls
on pomt sources. States must publlsh a list [a.k.a. §303{d) fist] of these waters, including priority ranking

of such waters, every two years. States must develop Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) set at a level

to achieve water quality standards including seasonal variations-and a margin of safety for waters identified

on the §303(d) list. A TMDL documents the current load, the load capacity (i.e., the amount of a pollutant

a waterhw can assamliaw wnthout ' loiatmg a state 5 water quahty standards), and allocates the load

g e

TMDLs are defined in 40 CFR' Part 130 as the sum of the individual Waste Load Allocations (WLA) for
point sources and Load Allocations (LA) for nonpoint sources, including a margin of safety and naturai
background conditioris. Regulations implementing §303(d) are found at 40 CFR Part 130. Total
maximum daily loads are defined under §130.2 as:
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Figure 7*Water Quiality Limited Segments Within the Middls Fork Payette River Basin'
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The sum of the individual WLAS for point sources and LAs for nronpoint sources and ggtyral »
background. If a receiving water has only one point source dxscharger the TM'DL is the Sum ¢
that point source WLA plus the LAs for any nonpoin sources afmfgﬂﬂﬂ gidna ’

time, taxiczty or other approprmfe measm S

responstb:itty for pollutxon reducmn with a goal of achlevmg water quahty standards wlﬂl n 3'specified
period of time. _ )

2.2.2, Statn Reqmrements . ) .
In responss to a federal lawsuit in 1993, Idaho adoptnd Idaho Code sectaons 39-3601 hro
whlch estabhsh state water quahty Iaw In summary, theselaws requu'e SR ‘4_:'__' i

. momtormg of all streams to establish destgnated uses and determine whether wam bodxes comply
wlthstatewataerqualltystandm-ds RS

. embkshctmadﬂmgmupsf&sh Yy
“Groups (WAGS)), to advise TDEQ ot pnonﬁzmg unpau'ed water bodics, how to lemge
impaired watersheds, and recommend pollution comml activities in impaired w :

Subsequent to adoption of 1daho Code §39-3601, et.seq.,IDBQ_: ted i
participation requirements for BAGs and IDEQ are outlitied in DA )
Administrative Procedures Act 16.01.02.053 establishes a edi Tmine
fully supports designated and existing beneficial uses; re%g‘ﬁéavﬁy upon squmc'
pﬂammasouﬂuwdmmeerBodyAmntw ance (IDHW 1996a). 1da

development, and establishes management restnctlons, which appty to WQL water bodies untit TMDLs
are developed - _ _ _ .

2. 2.3 Carrent Idaho TML Dev@!opzheat Scheﬂnle

Pursuairt to Tederal district court order, in 1996, the U.S. Environmental - |
§303(d) list for Idaho, which identified 962 water bodies mqumgn Dle TheBPAmaﬂ;emEQ ued

* submitted a schedule fo the court for developing all required TMDLs on the 1996 §303(d) list within eight

years. In the schedule, WQL water bodies are grouped by sub-basin, such that all TMDLs within the sub-

basmwﬂlbedeveiopedatmesameume The TMDL develo L s divide
6f a sub-be 2)developmentofwaterquahtytargetxllmdmg estimates,

and alfocations; and 3) development of an implementation plan;. Steps | and 2 are

considered to be the TMDL required for EPA submittal and approva! under the eight year developmem

schedule. Step 3, the tmplementatlon plan, is to be developed within 18 months of EPA approval of Steps

! and 2.

2.2.4. Applicable Water Quahty Standards
Idaho has developed water quality standards to protect its waters. Idaho’s water quality standards mclude,
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. surface water classifications for the desngnated beneficial use de51gnanons for surface waters (Sectzon
2.2.4.1) and water uahty criteria (Sectlon 2242).

2.2.4.1. Designa

Beneficial uses fof f;{any waxcr bodles are listed i m T

Uture gwnter supply,polﬁ water biota,
salmonid spawnmg, pnmary ‘and secondary contact rocreaxlon, and. as a special resource {IDAPA -
16.01.02.140.01.c¢). Designated beneficial uses for this and other water bodies in the Middle Fork
Payel:te River basin are hsted in Table 4 The remammg water bodies in the Middle Fork Payetto River

given the designations of existing uses, coid water biota, second;

: recreahonwhenenonghﬂownspment(le Scfsorgrentor)(lﬁ
beneficial uses are those uses that exxsted on or after November 28 1975 the
Water Act

22.4.2. Surface Water Classxﬁcatmns

habitat, and aesﬂiencs

Water supply waters are those which are suitable or intended 1o be
. agricultural - c:opmmandwaﬁorforh '
+  domestic- dnnkmgwmrand _

mamimanoeofwabie commumtws ofaquaﬂcormxsmsand pop _ i 3
follows: 3 . o " : :': .. o o }:'“ﬁﬂ_»i' Ce

=  cold water biota - optimal growing temperatures below 18°C (64°F); :
. warm water biota - optimal growing tem abovp 18°C {64"1?), aod: oo

. salmonid spawning - which provide or could prC
_' 'powhﬁons ol’ salmomd ﬁsh ' .
Recreation wamers are those wluch are suitablc or mtended to made s;utabte
. P oontact mcmtmn prolonged and mt;m&te conts
'-act!vit:es where the ingestion of small quantities of water is I

»  secondary contact recreation - recreational uses on or abouf
 included in  the primary contact calaegory -

Wildlife Habitats waters are those which are suitable or mtendod to be made suztable for wddhfe habitats.
Aesthetxcs are applled to all waters.
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Table 4. Desi gnated Beneﬁc:ai Uses in the M:dd%e Fork Payerae Rwer Basm B

Mﬁquaﬁc Life B ’Waer Suppi?““

'%D q.

2.2.43. Water Quality Cntem B
Idaho water quality standards includes water quality criteria necessary to protect the beneficial uses.

- It is IDEQ’s position that habitat characteristics which might adversely affect. beneficial uses are not

poilutants tifider §303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Therefore, rione of the State of Idsho water quallty
criteria specify habitat requirements for beneficial use support. .
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Idaho water quality standards are broken into three sections; General Surface Water Criteria, Surface
Water Quality Cﬂtena for Use Classifjcations, and. Snte-Speclﬁc Surface Water Quali ity Cmaena. For
reference please refef to' to the Idaho Wa:er Quality Stagdardﬁ and Wagtewater Treatment ments
(IDHW, l996b _ L

2.24.3.1 Generai Swgface a:rer Cnrerm :
_ The general surface water.c1 mmliy refened 10, as the mn‘gt ese- cﬂteﬂa are applied
to all waters of the state m mon to other criteria that may apply.” Generally, these criteria state that
waters shall be free from materials or matter in concentrations that impair beneficial uses. Sediment is -
among these materials. Middle Fork Fayette River waiter bodies are listed in §303(d) for impairment as a

result of sediment. The general surface water criteria for sediment (!DAPA 16.01.02.200.08) from Idaho

Water Quality Stnndards and Wastewater Traatmmt Requirements @'DHW 199613) xs as foﬁows
Sediment shal? )m? excee qummﬁ'es spec;ﬁed in Secnan 2'5 0 or in r?fe ﬁs‘ence of o

Primary contact recreanmcmem appty dnnagthesmnmer monﬂ:s, and secondmycontactrecféatm
apphesyearmnnd The _mmmmmm:mm 'lhmwmbodmforwhich

e
less than 800/mL{27/ca

All streams with aquatic life use classnﬁcandﬁs (coid water blota, warm water blota, salmonidspa’mﬁg)
shouid have ooncentratlons off - e

Mé@m-m of less thau 19 ,unghror and avemge of 1 ,ug]LM day pemd
* less thgn thlc substa.nc_es criteria set forth in 40 CFR 131.36(b)(1) Columns B1, B2, D2, -
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Cold water biota are the life forms that inhabit cold water, These life fonns mc!ude  game and non-game
fish; aquatic macromvenebrates and aquatlc pcnphyto Al strea with ¢pld water bi :
ctasmﬁcat:ons éh ""id 1AVE ¢ :

anid rainb ’"'uwt(.rmwy 15 - Suly rs},mdmmﬁnuff
ctdber 15 - March 15). - Salmonid spawning sumesic criteria would apily

Payette River sub-basin from Septe.mber I to July 15, 2s a result of the cumulative needs of salmmlds AH
streams w:th salmomd spawnmg use chsslﬁcahons shonld have concenmms of‘ ’

mm@@m&tﬁmmWn%thmwmmﬂefw
ofpddm mm&«&md%ﬁm%fwm

Techni . |.08.500), Design § a molm ssn),
' Pubthnnkmng Systoms (IDAPA 10.01.08.552). |

Syste ; mWaMBaWMEsmmmmof
ing to ¢ .(Rae», 1998} there are two public water supply systenis

within &QMWM S&W.Omislmateﬂjuﬁwﬁnmﬁmcm&mmm%&&ﬁka :
Payette River and serves the Rivers Point Subdivision. The other is located within'the Scriver Creskosub-
watershed, on-Warms Springs. Créek. No non-tonimunity {transient or mm-m@ent) vatel systens ‘w:ﬂlm
the sub-basin have been identified. All surface sources of dririking water must maintain filtration and
dlsmfectloggﬁ systems mten&d to mamtaln safe drmkmg waher (IDAPA 16.01 08 550 05)

2.3. Water Qﬂﬂﬁty Concems and Status o -
The Idaho Water Quality Standards designate the beneficial uses for the Middle Fork Payette River as
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salmonid spawmng, cold water biota, seconda.ry recreallon, pnmary contact recreation, don_lgstzc water _

Tributaries to the Middle Fork Payette River without specnf' 3 1al use designation in 11D
16 01.02 are given des;gnations of existing uses, cold water bto '_ secondary ¢ recréd

2.3.1. Sediment Source Inventory B e S
The purpose of this pollutant source mventmy is m assess th_e :
Fork Payel:te Rwer This assessment uses the IDEQ (1997).1!

by numerous individuals and agencies, The climatic, hydmlo@c, £EC
characteristics ofmlswmedm&ecamofmbf highs 0,
1986; Megahan and Ketcheson, 1996; USDA, 1976). Histo
rates and sediment yleld and caused excess s¢dxmentat10n of thes

Sediment foads can be charactenzed by their frequency of delwery, parhc :
amounts. For example, surface erosion from new road constructio i ;

on a frequent basis over a two to three year period.  The htgllﬁmmyof&mdellvaymcbmhnemth a
targe amount of available material when many roads are constructed at once, thais producing
sediment load. Once a road has aged a few years, the frequency and amount of fine sedrment delivery
dxmmtshes. ‘Debxis ﬂowsggdoﬂxerfnnns ofmasswamg. ontkﬁgﬂmhand, mﬂellveralmge amount

‘Addxnonal charateristics of debris Row deliveries e, Mwo@w sociir during high,
and occur less frequently than surface erosion sediment delivery: zwmsﬁ, S SR

ortranspmtscdmmtdown-su'eam Sedunantmgeand Mo
characteristics (e.g., input grain size distribution and fall velocxty), shanmi wmmmén){i.e.@
roughness), reach slope, and flow level. When the sediment input is increased within a stream system an -
overall decrease in the mean particle size or a widening and shaliowmg of the chamel geometry oceurs due

to the change in the sedlment n‘ansport capacity of a reach. -

Field observatxons by IDEQ personnel have noted active streambank erosion in fewisolated places
within Reach § of the Middle Fork Payette River. The locations and amount of streambank erosion
suggest that thts eros:on is a result of a high sediment load from the contr:butmg area 10 Reach 5 and

25

Boon

R

e

Fimem;

g

&

G s

$rda



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Tablo S, Axailablg Data for the Middle Fo

19931995
l"9:95 Charmnummertmperdmmmefmﬁshbummﬁmmcteekmdmpe N,
Streamehww?lmmechous WestFoﬂ:ka L1987 -FMPIEBT@"M"W : i T ) R N, I |
Emhﬂscﬂﬂdﬁlﬂﬂ de“ﬂpﬁm R LT MW&W,M@mWwMWW e TN, '
Watershed-Fighicries Evaloaion. - ' o Eﬁwmrwkm&mmmmmmmwmm N, |
nent m L Sediment yickd modelm;ofhmutncﬁwm bumms.mdmads:ClurkaSummn N,
'Enwmnmnﬁmmmt.
_Mmmmmmemch N, ©
_Rimat409bndge S
' ' o UmMﬁk?«kP&wﬂc - ”N,
;mm,mmmﬁw«%mmcmmm - '
Rumofk%mdmﬁpﬁonmmdmkaSummﬁEummmhl - N,
N,
2. mmm:nmbbmmmmmhmvw mly.be
3. Data not readily available.’
4. Data doca not apply fo water qua.luy-llmmd water body
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subsequentchameimm‘phobgychmgc Themofmmmaﬁmcﬂmofchmlmho&oww

ID-17050121-14 Fatl
ID-17050121-15 | ¢ Full
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Salmonid | - Primary | Secondar
pawning | Contact " y Contact
% ofidRec,

Cold
“Water
.+ Biota . $ing

Water Body | 'Des.cription

1 Fan
Support

N | fait T

ID-17050121-16 | MF Payette - Bullto
et Stiver '

m_;")é%ﬁ-tgi':is-

ID-17050121-19

2312, ‘Baiik
Natural k:ilslop: erosion mmses mclude hitlslope.c)

Landmanagmmﬁuntlwmddle ForkPayem subbasm haveeva!uamdbackgfound ind M
relatedemsxonraﬁesﬂ:mnghtheuseofmodels Twoof&esemcludeBmSed(Rmeg{ '

R
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2.3 1.3. Management Relatetl Sechment Pmdm:tmn ) |

&y

23 1.3. ra H‘:ﬁﬂape Erwion

activities; 2) grazing; 2) dry hnd and mgated agncu}ture' 3) m
recreation. Additionat processes that increase instream sedimigit’ 1 wHer, y
grazing; 3) stream-side irrigation; and 4) instream construction. It is dlfficuit to estimate the nmpants of
past intense grazing to the riparian area or channel morphology. The lower Middle Fork Payette River
channel is shghtly entrenched and the water seldom accesses the ﬂood plain. 'Ihe ;;umulapve effects of -
forest practice’s changes in hydrography, accelerated sedlment rates, and grazing's bank ¢ e-stablhzation
have modlt' ed the nature of the channel, o _ e

giﬁ % ne;? '

2.3.132 Frre :

Forest fires, natural and human caused, also increase erosion rates. Both surface £rosion and mass wasting

are increased after high intensity wild fires. Many of the existing sediment sources in the watershed result

from fire. For example, high mass wasting frequencies are attributed to high intensity forest fires ignited
during 1986. Fire occurrence over the past 50 years is shown in Figure 8 (USDA, 1997).
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2.3.1.3.3. Roads

‘Surface erosion from road, cut siopes, fillslopes, tread surface, cross-drains, stream crossings are known
sources of sedlment. Acceierated surface érosion- and mass failure are d:rectly related to toad construction
and maintenance. In addmon slope instability caused by road canstructlon and dramagc problems often
triggers mass failure (Megahan etal, 1978). In the Middle Fork Payette, the first roads were built in the
early 1900s and continue to be the greatest source of anthropogenic sediment, Roads can have a variety of
effects on the iandscape, igure & 1I!us:rates the present road network in the watcrshed (USDA 1997).

23134 TtmberHarve.st e B

Timber extraction in the Middle Fork Payette has occurred since the early 19098. Higl intensity §m&r
logging occurred in the 1950s and early 196 imber extraction from federal, state and private lands .
currently exists and is expected to continue. ’ ces associated with harvest activities are two fold.
First, increased surface erosion rates oceur
(Remlg et al., 1991) Sec.ond,, ;

, complete (i.e., clearcut) tree removal can cause ,
ts thus increasing the risk of landslides (Harr, 1986
ghehMlddle Fork Payette sub-basin is conducted very

23.1.3.5. nge : ;
Federal and State range ailotints for

cattle occur w:ﬂlin the lower portions of the Middle
Fork Payette River basin. ‘Sheep gmzmgaimm administered by IDL are centered in the upper
Scriver, Easley, and Warm Springs drainages to the w Crouch. Other grazing allotments
administered by the BLM also occur in dramage&outmde of Crouch, Cattle grazing on private land
within this area tends to be cofifined to pagture. Rangeland gmzing can increase sediment production
wtthm a stream drainage by causing a change in nganan egetation and streambank destabalization.

2.3.1.3.6. Agriculture | : - '
Smail scale, private alfaifa hay agncultum opmons occur w:thm and around the town of Crouch. Some

of these agriculture operations involve irrigation. Most y fields are focated within the flattest
portion of the basin and do not require tillage as part 0 operation. ‘These practices limit the
mnountofsedlmentproductlongreaﬂy Themmnun entwoducnonfortheseareasm

during stonnwnter nmoff évents :

The efﬂuent from properly ﬁmct:onmg septic tank and thcpmper use of herbicides, fertilizers, and
pesticides used in landsc&:glg are unlikely to be negatively affecting the beneficial uses, although

momtonng has not been performed to target these parameters. e :
. o

aWﬁ %&‘. &
Bank protection in order to protect adjacent property has negat:vely affected the beneficial use support of
the Middle Fork Payette River. One of the actions a stream like the Middle Fork Payette River naturally
performs, is meandering. As a stream meanders, fine sediment is deposited on point bars, and erosion
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occurs on the outside of meander bends. These meandering streams have much moré of the c.omp’tex '
habitat conditions the native fish ars suited for, and more than is currently observed in the lower Middle
Fork Payette. River. A common piactice for pmtaectmg €S mperty from'é

rap, car hodles] thg tm,tgxds of the mmder <

While there are many m;!:y:duals in the commumty that have worked hard to prevmt excess scdlmem -
from entering the Middle Fork Payette, a significant pertion stifl do not see sediment i input into. theooo.o .
stream a problem. In the past and today, for individuals who haven’t adopted stream improvem goals,
the Middle Fork Payette River is and has been Qver| unlmd Banks have been and still are damaged by -
recreational vehicles. Riparian vegetation has been and is still being removed for the view. Diregt: ..
pollution also occurs. Individuals have been obsa'ved dumpmg wheel harrows of. SOll and oﬂm mﬂe o
directly in the stream. " o

Both VaﬂeymdBo:se Co;inuashaveempen
(McGinnis, 1996). Amundtheﬁar&m Valley

wxﬂzmdleMlddiekaPa R:verBasmmcmsa _
siammﬁmnm 1997 Of the pernt

23.14. CmmtSedmentLoadEsumte Lo

mnge,agmulun'e,ornrbmmmmes Ah@@eemmwmmmﬁﬁﬁmmwmcmt
sedmentsmmdmngawclunancmdmmand,mereﬁm do not provide éstimates of the current
Ioadbemgmutedbytiwsttum ’Ihecurrentsednment!oadestmaﬁesforbothS«ModandBo:Sedm
presented in Tables 8 and9 _
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Table 8: SedMod Percent Above Background*

Sub-Watershed
Upper Payette
Bull & -; 1418 ‘*jéz--‘
Bridge-Bryon - - = :213.9; 23539 e
Silver . . - 151.5;167.0 "
Sixmile - - - 562.0;6195
Rattlesnake =~ - 66.7;73.5 "““986 11387
Rocky Canyon .-~  342.8;3779 ~ = 1 436.6;481.3
Bulldog 0.0; oo - 214.5;236.4
Lightning 3349 369 2
Scriver - .. iR .
Pyle - ...

Ré6 1026 IOOéJ _ 102 67,
R7 303.7 533.2 - 57 65
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hetpful in quantifying streamflow and captured bedload partu:ie sizes within the Middle Fork Payette
sub-basin, “The draft report covenng the i998 data ‘cojlection season presents bedtoad‘dtschar

j. ; r*o o g
Estimates of the

indicate a r&a%??s :

length of ﬂow within ﬂae aliuvml pomon of the ub—basm‘ mcmses, a condrtao:;' gﬂy unhkeiy m an_
agradlng river system _ _ e
uctmn rates can be

Even though these numbem appea: to be h:ghty smt:t, the bedioad sedxment prod
combined for a gross estimate of current sediment production for the Middle Fork ?ayette River sub-
basmtoestunateﬂmtabﬁut73tonsfm’wasgenzratcdfrmnthededleFO¥kP i
This would indicate that, for the spring of 1998 runoff pmod, ‘about ZS,QQO tons
wercroumdtothc t . e River (Fi

23. 2.:Be efici rt St

IDAPA 16£l (12.0: s o

designated s _ Khsed relying Haity e

outlined in the Water Body Assesment Guidance (WBAG) (H)HW 1996&) Th

‘of the most complete dats available to make beneficial use support status determi

In 1994 the EPA pl: . r r e
§303(d) list as water quality limited due 0 excess sediment, Thése
1996 list. The listed segments included: Anderson Creek, nghtmyn
Creek, Silver Creek, and @e mainstem of tge Middle Fork Payette River. All o§' ' i_sted segments were
located within the Boise National Forest and were determined. m"bg,water quality med based on
exceedcnccs ofmeﬁmm annal Fmﬁm»ﬁmdaﬂu and gh {t 3 _ e

die ok chzmges 4% chatiel 1 T v
Idaho water quailty standard for sediment states that “sediment shafl not exteed quﬁnnﬁes ‘which i impair
designated-Beneficial uses” " (IDAPA 16.01.02,200.08). These lower reaches, therefore, are currently
considered to be waerquahty limited based on the {daho narrative watet uaiﬁy ' "dard for sediment.
Stream segment& an 'the 1996 §303(d) list wnhm the remainder of the watershed” Were found to fu!ly
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support all designated and existing beneficial uses (Appendix A).- The 1998 §303(d) fist has not been
mbnnttaduiheﬁn&eoftlnsmport

ME T %zég SR T T 5
Tableﬁshomthecatagmesofstq:pmfmcachwamhody :
Watershed. Assesmnmtsmmlypufmmedfordwgmmdormsangw Imh:smalwateraq;ply
WMMW&WWWE%WWW%&WWM
do not show tip on the table,” Waten ‘water bicta beneficial us niither existed ner was desigy
therefore is also ot shown on the table. mdmmm_mmmwh

.....

mmmmmwaﬂmmmmwmm'mﬁempm -
Pam MMMNMWW&;MM%WMW . ey vl

substrate. mVﬁywmdeMF@@ml’m$mwmw .
sediment load. Pools, two meters in depth, have been used to evaluate sedimsr mmmvm
Cmmlyﬂunmmlymmmpmlsonthehstwhn(mmadsmm)ofMﬁthak

- Payette,

mmmwmmgymmmmmmofmcmmpmm
from excessive sedimentation. An increase in large pool formations within these lower reaches would

m&mmmwmmm Large pool formation shouldbe .
favored by a decrease in sediment load. However, recovery based upon load reduction could take a long
time and might be accelerated by construction of instream structure, Consideration of such treatment of
symptoms is not the purpose of a TMDL, bumaybemdﬁcdmm:phnmman,asacmnplmentto

load reductions. ‘

2.4. Poll;l_tion Control. Efforts

2.4.1 Forestry
'IhroughoutthcMldtﬂckaPaymevusub-basmawmshasmmedasaresultoftheBome

National Forest Plan (USDA, 1990). Additionally, the Rules and Regulations pertaining to the Idaho
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Forest Practices Act (IDAPA 20.02.01) have caused both State and private timber,
actlons Whlch reduce sedlment pmduct:on due to tlmber managemem Presen
. ' a '

roadstomeetoummndm unproveddmmagestrmmwmm
out ofnpanan areps; natural, dm roads have been surfaced with.gravel and.

3]
Sediment reduct:on moentrve pmgrams avaxlablc to Imdowners within the Mi 5
sub-basin have included cost-share incentives. Prior to the 1990‘3 these &

through the Farm Service Agency’s (formerly the ASCS) Alter 4
Under this program site specific BMP's were imiplemented to m lwasmck
other water bodies.  These BMP’s consisted offenemg, ponds oﬁ?-m waiem :
developments, and no—till farmmg mcnces o k

e

i

"

ETRS
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In 1994 the EPA placed five tnbutanes amd
303(d) hstxas v

] Fore determined to be water quality limited besed on exceedl

: dards _and gunfe]mes (US ,,;5999;@& bestspmfess;:omlj,_ ds

Guidance forhstmgmbodmnsmr quality Eumedprovzéeé by Region 10 aﬁhe E.PA smestfm

anydctermmahonofwamrquaﬁtyﬁmiwdstambascdonﬂ: ype 55 L
be ined (EP,

(ie., beiow B;g Buildog Cmek) are not fully suppomag cold wwwmmw@ §
L q@anges to channel

Sectlm 303(&) of the Federai Clean Water Act requires States m develop a Tatal Mammum Dar!y Load

i . ; mmngbmﬁc:aiusesuppoﬁwﬁunﬂmbwzr
reaches, Cl ':wmmﬁhmlmmogshmldhe&mdbyam&wmem
pmducﬂonﬁﬁmﬂae%@aﬁh&mﬁ&,ﬂmmmkealmgmmrmvetymumbemiemwdby
constmcaon oﬁ,msmeam Structure along with load reductions. -
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The goal of the narratwe s@dzment gmd%xs to ‘manage past a and present sedim
designated and existing enefic ful] sapportr Haweve_'_—," “habitat T '

is not spegified as a pollutant under the Ctean Water Act or Idaho Water quahty standards Therefore 2
waterbody. impaired by habitat alteration alone (e.g. does nét resu!t ipor isnota prog
not consndered water. quahty limited and a'"IMDL is not required. N

lnmfm‘:ons i'mly {l &
Atta:mnent of thesc
nitories in this area), and is ‘dominated by’ hon—game fish, it has
not bem mtmswely momtmd. An mventmy of juvenile species composition within the hawer mch
55”-"%% C E
ent of thehistoricl sediment load eatering the Middte Fork N
-et-"al,"-"l 9‘?8)'i'-The iarg'e mimmm“&wevems i 1965, =
i
_mm1fdes{c1ammmmigss; smmﬁmmm &
maragement within this sub-watershed did not increase peak flows or frequency, but did increase
sedzment mpuz 10 Silver Creek from surface érosion (Megahan et al; 1995). The planning model used by
theBo;seNWFol:est,«Bo:Sed,usesmsuhsafﬂmsmdymardertomedmtmeeﬁ?ectsofpastmd =
Managementactmt:es modeled include road construction, timber harvest, and fire (Potyondy et al, 1990).
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A supplemental component of BoiSed locks at the increase in mass wasting due to management activities -
(Reinig et al, 1991). This mass érosion is designed to predict shallow debris and avaianche-debm flows
stemming from new road construction, Within the model’s ﬁ'amewofk s the' age of the maﬁ m(:reases E
the mass erosion acceleration factor generally decreases. “Thi§ ﬂpproach has inherent limitations for -
evaluating the effects of episodic rain-on-snow events on mariagement induced fandslides: As has been
seen dunng recent harvest planning efforts within the Lightning Creek: sub-wabershed ' ’the age of the
road mereases, the mass wastmg potentlai docs not neeessarlly decrease .

Another planmng tool called SedMod, has been developed by Boise Cascade to ‘predict management
increases to sediment production in forested basins. This model relies on the Washington State -
Cumulatwe Effects Watershed Assessment Protocol for detaermmmg hillslope creep for backgmund
sediment production and surface erosion from roads for management induced sediment product:on. This
model is currently under development and results fromi the initial runs presented in’ this TMDE may - -
change. Also whxle aftempts’ are &uifrently under way to evaluate backmund aad: managément. indmd

The cirvent Middle Fork Payette TMDL sediment load and. requ:red reductions reﬂect"tms data 'gap The
targets presermed within thls TMDL for hillslope sedlment product:on are in, mrms;of “percent _

reductions (see Section 4).

3.1.3. Sedlglent Transport Capacity

This TMDL establishes a target for sediment i mpm in terms of “percent above background” based ona
So%mumfgnmachmwnmwswerhackgmunddepommn rates. These results are based on
average annul background sediment input rates entering the Middle Fork Payette River. Current cross-
section geometries at selected points have been used {0 represent average reach conditions. These
sxmphﬁeatmns combine with the annual variability for flow and sediment input to make it unlikely that the
sition fates estimated here would be present within the Middle Fork Payette River.. New data,

: ] ﬁnements to this approach wxll most I;kely lead to :mprovements ir futm

Itis gw;;alky Wmed that sediment input increases which result in observable changes in stream
characteristics are detrimental to fisheries, however, it is extremely difficult to l&nuq the pomt where
these increases begin 1o affect reach deposition, transport capacity, and changes to particle size ©
distributions (Chapman and McLeod, 1987; Potyondy eral, 1991). Prior to this TMDL, a threshold of
100% abowbackground was selected as “excessive sediment” by the USDA Boise National Forest. This
threshold was determined by an observation by Potyondy et al. (1991) that impacted conditions within the
Middle Fork Payette River were a result of levels above background of as much as 200%. [t was observed
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“excesswc based on the support s:aa;s oﬁ@ﬁ Wer.

to quantify at this time. By selecting an mcrease' in reach ¢ 101 0f
capacity it is recognized that improvements to the jower reaches will,
currently entering the impaired reaches would need be reduced by _
lmpwvmmmgreamwghmmmﬁmsmsuppomc_m  their
measures, is unknown at this time, Ong ;@g beaeﬁc;zl gse
wnhm on. gpmg recopnaissance eﬁ'oﬁsmd '

S

B

EH]

Sk

ona frequmt basis over a two to three year peﬂOd The h:gh ﬁequency of thts t%glwery can
Iarge amg;mt of avarlabie mamal when many new roads are cqnstmcted at on_ thus p

228

paths which ren ”maﬁert_i__\zeeventcanproduceswm\emmn few y
constructed road, Additional charactéristics of debris flow &M}es"iwﬁm’
stream ﬂow events and occur less t'requenﬂy than new road constxﬁctm mﬁaee:
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size, and channel geornetry. ﬁrequetﬁ' deiwm'y of f“me's‘edlmw '

to 1mpact fhe channel bed surfwe composmon shlftmg the composmon fmm a mare coarse to a more fine

ﬁequeﬂcyofgdnnentdehwycmmﬁmceash-msmim pagity.. Rare and |
: ; for j-mdmmmfewchmgamhemlgmm Ifﬂleﬁ'eq&cm.ofﬂwse

A total maximuh daily load(TMDL) isthe maximum amount of pollutant that can ep '
tlmttl:eSm swmqmintymdardsmlrbem Thwethr&sho!dscanalsobemndﬁ‘edﬂw“lmd

Spomman sCoalmon Vs, Browner Case No. C93-943 WD Washmgton) Fedenl mguiatmns also
acknowledga the ‘load.allocaﬁmm are best estimates of the M wtmmayzmy fromi reasanably

beDL!oadwpacﬂyest:&aﬁs InthesetypesofTMDLsmuchxsyetunFawwnmdﬂwmit:alloadmg
anaiys:smaybemmctwrthahrgemmofsafetymmmtformmmy ok

The load capacny amd allocwons proposed for the Middie Fork Payette River within this 'I'MI)L are based
on the results of an analysis of reach transport capacity. Th;& analysis utilizes the current reach geometry -
characteristics, estimated background sediment levels from BoiSed, the Parker Transport.Capacity
Equation, and a sediment transport coefﬁcaent Essent:aljy, background sediment rates are estimated using
BoiSed; the amount of sediment transported to-a-stream from an upslope activity is estimated using a -
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~ sediment transport coefficient; and the transport capacity and rate of deposition down the mainstem of the
Middle Fork Payette is estlmated usmg the Parker Transport Capacnty Equatlon The rate of sedsment

background deposition rates. ‘This establishes the load capacity in terms of a “parcent abou .
Nonpomt Iand use load allocatlons md a margm of safety combme to. make up the ldﬂﬂTlﬁQd load capactty

As a!ready stated, TMDL:s are deﬁned in 40 CFR Part 130 2s the sum of the jndividual W&stel.ead
Allocation (WLA) for point sources and Load Allocation (LA) for nonpoint sources, ‘including'a margm 3

of safety (MOS) and natural background conditions. And, the Middle Fork Payette TMDL, addresses ~ - -
pollutant loading from nonpoint sources only.- Allocations are presented for each.of the impaired reaches.

.of the Middle Fork Payette River. These allocations specify load capagities; target nonpoint. managemcnt
load allocataons, and a margin of safety based on the astxmamd hwkmmd loads for each ofthe: R

z o

cmzreasonablyassnndm fedmnilaw mqmresamnrgmofsafety(MOS)bemchléedmmecalmlamns
’[‘heMOSmaybenménegl m&xmmﬂmeMMmem{mhmML

Middle Fork Payetts River. =:m'mmm&rnmhsmam&ammb-mmmuupsm
andupwmofapomtmupmm of&ewnﬂmabemmmereekmmehiﬁdlehrk

T
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‘Based on mcreases to BoiSed backgrdund amounts delwered to each’ stream reac’h

Th&se results are based o est:mated average annual bac_ 4 ;und sedxment mput : the.
Fork Payette River. Current cross-section geometries at sclac%pd points have been'uséd to represent o
average reach conditions. These simplifications combine with the annual variability for flow and sediment
input to make it unlikely that the exact deposxtmn rates. mmd here would ever be pmsgnt w:thm the
Middle Fork Payette River, While it is apparent that the current levels of hillslope se ent producti
“excessive” based on the support status of the lower reaéhes, the degree of excéss Sedimentation is difficult
to quantify. By selecting an estimated insrease in reach deposition of 50% over background it is
recognized that the current sediment load will need to be reduced by half and that, through these

reductions, improvements to the lower renches will occur.

" This TMDL establishes 3 sediment producnon threshold for the tmpau'ed reaches (RS, R6, and 117) that

will achieve the Idaho water quality criteria for sediment and beneficial use support. A sediment load
capacity and allocat:om for nonpoint mamgemem actwmes vmthme the Middle Fork_ Payet.te Rwer for these

Reach background) * (tonsivy

RI 50 4624 3083 462 . 1079___. 35, s
R2 48 75600 T 3761 560 1279 34

R3 47 e .- 10164 . .. 6888 1016 2260 33

R4 48 . 11867 ... 8002 . - 1187 2678 - 33

R5 S0 13391 3978 1339 3074 34

R6 46 - 15076 10317 1568 3281 2
CR7T__ 47 - 16806 nm 1681 - '. . 3658 2.

sediment productior model (Glass, 1998) are presented in Table 14 to show preimary sedmwnt %
reductions reqlsu'ed for the impaired reaches. Each of the required sediment reductions apply to the entire. .
contributing areas of each of the impaired reaches, for all times of ;he year, for afl forms of sedxment inputs”
to the Middle Fork Payette. vaer. _
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Table 14; Current Cumulative Sediment Loads, Cumulative Management ,
Sediment Load Reductlons*

Cumulaﬁve??‘-'_. i
: Current Load -

recreations in all of the sub-watersheds extept Pyle, Therefore, i : .
for those activities reiatedtotxmberharvestmgandrecreauon _Allocatxonsesmhhshed for Reaches 6-and "

SR 3rh

7, which receives contributions from the Pyle sub-watershed, howev ly 0 ag &
urbanmmtmmmﬂvaSmaddiﬁonwm@wmd" creation relate _

Table 15: Nonpomt Source Actlv:ty Acres, and Propornon of load ﬁnm the Py!e Sub-Wamrshed

Activity _ ___Acres Pmpoman of Sedlment I.mtd L &
Hay* 0-5% Slopes ' - 1500 =
C 500

640 &
528 &

11418

19560
Note that the roads listed in this table are owned by a variety of agencies and are used for timber harvest, ' &

recreation, residence access, and agriculture and pasture access. Also note that the allocations specified for

Reaches 6 and 7 include the entire contributing areas for each of these reaches, of which the Pyle sub- .
watershed composes a small portion. Refinement of these allocations will be required during the
45 §
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DAcTRS R
criteria, e. g sedunezlt aﬁd nun‘lent, the__ g
support of beneficial uses (IDEQb, 1998). Lgngrecovery
lmplemented TMDLs dealmg with nbn«-pomt t sediment 50 (

time as progress towards beneﬁcial WW“ES %mdemd efforts mzmpm’m! cmm sedimient load
estimations contmne. Speclﬁc on gomg fforts to unprove curent sednnent loads wtthm the sub basm
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term increases in sedunmt prbductson as a result of restoration and timber management actwitws that will
reduce overall sediment production in the long term. Water quality targets in these cases may be
recommended by the EDEQ tg ensure overall TMDL compliance.

The draft IDEQ 'I'MDL development guidance also suggests that monitoring to ascertain achievement of .
water qualfy's goals is an essential part of implementation plans. Instream monitoring and assessment of
water quality is to be done by IDEQ Implementation monitoring will be done by d&s;gnated state agencies
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as defined in IDAPA 16.01.02.003.23 (IDEQb, 1998)

4.1. Mechanisms for Implementation of Nonpoint Sonrce Rednctmns
Nonpoint source reductions listed in the Middle Fork Payette TMDL will be achieved through the :
combined authorities the State of Idzho possesses within the Idaho Nonpoint Source Management Program
and commitments the community makes in the future Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin Implementation Plan.
Section 319 of the Federal Clean Water Act| requires each state to submit a management plan to EPA for
controlling pollution from nonpoint sources to waters of the state, The 319 Plan must. do the following: ..
identify programs to achieve implementation of the best management practices (BMPs); outline a schedule .
containing annual milestones for utilization of the program implementation methods and for
implementation of BMPs; and provide a listing of available funding sources for these programs. The - -
current Idaho Nonpoint Source Management Program has been approved by EPA as meetmg the mtent of
Section 319 of the Clean Water Act.

As descnbed in the Idaho Nonpomt Sourca Mmagenmtﬁan. the Idaho. Water Quallty Smndards requlre :
tlmtlfwaterthtymomtomﬁn&hateswiterquﬂi’ty "mnotmetdmmnoig:omtsoum -

impacts, even with the use of cturert BMPs, tﬁep:ﬁcncwwﬂl be‘evaluated and modified asﬁecessary by SR

the appropriate agericies in accordiince with the provisions of the Administtative Procedure Act. If .
necessary, injunctive or other judicial relief may be initiared against the operator of a nonpbint source
activity in accordance with the Director’s authorities provided in Section 39-108, Idaho Code (IDAPA
16.01.02.350). The Idaho Water Quality Standards list designated agencies mpons:ble for reviewing and
revmmgnonpomtsoureeBMPsbaseﬁonmqualuymonminghtaasm enerate throughtﬁesrate s
waterqualxtymmﬁtormgprogmn(lﬁAPAlGﬁiﬁiOﬁ?). SR

&mmmmsmmm unp!emenmﬁon ofBWsmmmlnonpomsourmef
pollution in Idaho include:

State Agricultural Water Quality Program  'Nonpoint Source 319Graumg‘am
Wetlands Reserve Program o Conservation Reserve Program
Environmental Quality Improvemeut Program Resource Conservation and Development
1daho Forest Practices Act * Agpricultural Polhition Abatemient Plan
erQuaiﬁyCmﬁcahon ForDmdgeandFiil ' 'Stream Channel?rﬂecﬁoh Act '

As designated “Responsible Land Mamgement Agmcii-'s" ‘both the USDA Forest Smiqg and the USDI
Bureau of Land Management have entered into 8 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the
EPA and various State of Idaho agency departments (IDHW, 1993). Within the Forestry Practices
Appendix to this MOU, the federal agencies have agreed to comply with the water quality promctioi;
provisions of the Idaho Forest Practices Act Rules and Regulations. Additionally; federal agency & -
responsibilities are defined in 40 CFR Part 130 as needing to eomply with Sme requ:ments to eoml
water pollution to the same extent as prwam entities. : .g

Upon approval of th:s TMDL by EPA Rﬂglon 10 a Mtddh Fork Pnyetl:e River TMDL Imp!emcntatwn :
Plan will be developed by designated supporting agencies and stakeholders. The Idaho Water Quality
Standards directs appointed basin and watershed advisory groups to provide public review on
recommended actions to achieve the water quality target listed in the Middle Fork Payette River TMDL.
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The Middle Fork Payette River TMDL Impiementation Plan will aim to be the most appropriate plaa for
nonpoint sediment source poliution controls. The Plan will list activities which are to be implemented by
land managers within the community to enhance the water quality of the Middle Fork Payette River. The
Plan will include specific actions to meet the TMDL targets and a schedule for implementation of each
activity. These activities might include, but are not limited to: forest road reconstrisction, road closures,
ongoing road maintenance programs, stide stabilization projects, riparian tree plantings, agricultural best
management practices, bioengineering structures, wetland restofation, urban storm water system upgrades,
development of a tax relief policy for ripanan areas, development of an erosion control ordinance and
education and information programs to increase community awareness of the river’s water quality
conditions and the activities to be undemken tp restore the river’s water quality.

4.2. Ongoing Efforts to Assess Current Sediment Loads

Idaho’s short TMDL development schedule and the regulatory allowances pomt to phased or iterative ,%;s S
TMDLs. In a phased TMDL much is yet unknown and the initial loading analysis may be inexact. The  wums: .

initial phase focuses on what is known. Progressive load reduction moves toward the eventual goal by .,
targeting more obVloussowceprobiemmﬂzexmpmmOﬂ plan. Essential to this approach is
:nclusmn.mtheunplemcntahonphn,ofaplantoyﬂmthedmnmdadtorefmelmdcst:matesandthexr
allocation. On going efforts to assess sediment loads within the Middle Fork Payette basin are presented.
here, thhd:ecaveatmatmeseandodtereﬁbrtsmllbebm@reﬁnwasthexmplemenuuonplan1s

developed.

’I‘hel'.DEQ wekomestheasnstance ofoﬂxeragencies.orpnvmcmnmons, w:ﬂlﬁxeresmmsand _
interest in TMDL implementation plan dwelomnmtaadongmngMBmamcumPolhmm loads.
Additionally, the IDEQ recognizes that many others hold information and expertise and encourage these

- agencies 1o work with the appointed Middle Fork Payette Watershed Advisory Group and stakeholders
during TMDL. development and nnplementatton (IDEQb, 1998).

On going studies relevant to the Middle Fork Paygtte River Sub-basin in general, but not necessarily to the
establishment of this TMDL, include: 1) baseling monitoring sites (USDA Forest Service, Boise National
Forest); 2) Idabo Department ofWatcr Rmulw Basin Plan; and 3) IDEQ Bull Trout Problem .
Assessment. Additional on going studies relevant to the Middle Fork Payette River Sub-basin specific to
sediment load descnptmns and analym include; 1) a land slide inventory (Bpise Cascade Corporation); 2)
SedMod model application refinements and general model refinements; 3) Idaho Department of Lands
Cumulative Effects Watershed Procedure; and 4) Middle Fork Pa;w:ttc River Sediment Trend Monitoring
(EPA, IDEQ, and USDA Farest Seryice, Bmse National Forest). ,

4 2.1 Landshée Inven; ' ' :
The need for an adaqm«pmdletmn andplannmg taoolmassess»hackpomdand managemwtmdmed
rates of mass wasting was identified as a serious data gap during the development of this TMDL. -
However, the lack of appropriate historical data, combined with a lack of an adequate sub-basin
reconnaissance for wmm land slide features, prevented the development of this prior to submittal of this
TMDL.

In order to address this data gap, the Boise Cascade Corporation has begumzd develop a GIS based land
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slide inventory data set on current and historical land sfide events within the region (Glass, 1998). This
effort is being conducted in cooperation with the USDA Forest Service, IDEQ, and others. Because the -
sediment reduction targets established by this TMDL include & mass wasting component, it is tmportant for
this effort to continue in a cooperative manner with all effected responsible land management agencies so
that they may justify and defend their management actions wﬁhm the ded!e Fork Payette snb-basm

4.2.2. Boise Cascade SedMod Model Improvements - - '

Improvements are in the process of being made to Boise Cascade’s SedMod sediment predlcnon model.
These improvements include a quality control check for stream initiation locations within the Middle Fork
Payette River sub—basm in addition to modifications to the SedMod model itself (Glass, 1998).

4.2.3. Idaho Department of Land’s Cumnlative Watershed Effects Procedure

A Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) inventory is expected to be completed by the Idaho Department
of Lands: durmg the:summer of1999. Field data collection and reconnaissance was finished during the fall
of 1998, review and data reduction is planning to be completed during the winter of 1999, with the final
report to be available summer of 1999,

The CWE process was developed in order to meet antidegradation provision specified by the Clean Water
Act. The concept of cumulative effects suggest that, while impacts from any single forest practice may not
exceed Idaho water quality standards if BMPs are properly applied, impacts from a series ofpmctzces may
add up to Idaho water quality standard exceedences. The CWE process is designed to first examine

" conditions in a watershed surrounding a stream, then attempts to identifycausesoftheconditions,-and
finally, to identify actions that will correct arly identified adverse conditions. It is the identification of
actions to correct identified adverse conditions that should prove especially useful to the Middle Fork .
Watershed Advisory Group during TMDL implementation plan development.

4.2.4. Middle Fork Payette River Sediment Trend Monitoring

The purpose of the Middle Fork Payette River Sediment Trend Monitoring is to collect information on the
surface water sediment conditions within the Middle Fork Sub-basin to: 1) isolate the form of sediment
impairing beneficial uses (i.e., turbidity vs bedload impacts); 2) characterize existing sediment load trends;
and 3) validate predictive sediment equations. This is 2 cooperative monitoring effort funded by the EPA
and involving personnel from the EPA, IDEQ, and the USDA Forest Service. So far the data collected
has provided: 1) stage:discharge relationships at two sites along the Middle Fork Payette River; 2) a
general partitioning between suspended and bedload within the lower reaches of the Middle Fork Payette
River; 3) the average particle size for captured bedload at two sites along the Middle Fork Payette River; 4)
a general comparison between the bedioad grain size captured and the substrate grain size at two sites
along the Middle Fork Payette River; 5) estimated bedload vs discharge curves for two sites based on 11
bedload samples; and 6) estimated bedload vs discharge curves for 9 tributaries to the Middle Fork Payetl:e
River based on one bankfull discharge bedload measurement (Fitzgerald et al, 1998b).

4.3 Revisions to TMDL Objectives During TMDL Implementation Phase

As the draft IDEQ guidance for TMDL development states: “a phased approach is ofien appropriate
when nonpoint sources are a large part of the pollutant load, information is limited, or narrative criteria
are being interpreted” (IDEQb, 1998). Each of these considerations apply to the Middle Fork Payette
TMDL. Under these circumstances there is a great deal of uncertainty in the loading analysis, load
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capaclty and its allocation. v -

The draft IDEQ guidance for TMDL development suggests in these cases that: “this uncertainty calls for a
“ramping up” of implementation in which the more obvious sources of load reduction are scheduled for
action first, with increasingly difficult and less cost ¢ffective load reductions scheduled further out in time,
Essential to this strategy is gathering of information which will allow refinement of the loading analysis
and document when restoration of beneficial uses occurs. The implementation schedule may he revised if
additional data indicate an upward revision in the loading capacity (less Ioad reduction required to meet
beneficial uses then @iﬁm estimated), beter than anticipated load reductions, ar that water qmlzty
stamfards are.met prior to full implementation” (IDEQb, 1998). s

H
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[DEQ staff biid nimerous consultations ‘and disgussions wi d agenc
the development of the Middle Fork Payette River TMDL document. These a|
included the USDA Boisé National Forest, the USDA Rocky Mountain Research Stat _ iImted States

Environmental Protection Agency, Naturai Resource Conservation Service, 1daho Department of Fish and
Game, Idaho Department of Lands, Idaho Soil Conservation Commission, Boise County; Squaw Creek

Conservation District, Boise Cascade Corporation., Idaho Consérvation League, and local volunteers. The
pam@amnofWagmcwsmdmdmdualshasbeemmdmﬂmmmbe important to the

5 l Southwest Basin Advnsory Group . o
Idaho Code Title 39, Chapter 36 and IDAPA 16.01. 02 052 pmvxd@s reqmrements for publw parncnpanon
in TMDL develo 3

lmp‘aimd management of unpmred watersheds agnd recomihend spec:ﬁc poliut:on control

aotwmes

The Southwest Basm Adwsory Group (SWBAG) was appombed by the Admmlsn'amr of the Idaho
Division of Environmental Quality in 1996 to fulfill the public participation requirements of Idaho Code
39-3601 et seq. Under Idaho Code 39-3615, the SWBAG is charged with providing advice to the Idaho
Division of Environmental Quality on the specific actions needed to control point and rionpoint source
pollution m:mm Fork Payette River water quality. Meémbers selected for the SWBAG were
reeammmded ﬁ'om mmmat:ons obtamed fmm the local commnmty to represent speclﬁc stakeholder

_ ,_mhed Adv:sory Group (WAG) for the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin was
suggested to the SWBAG d:rough the pubixc comments received. A WAG formation is expected to oceur

upon'IMDLapproval'

_ _ yette Exeeutwe Committee and Task Force
The Mlddit Fork Paywe River sub-basin assessment was originally a pilot effort by the IDEQto °

. detemme the.nme, resources, and information needed to complete a sub-basin assessment. An

neY, > Committee and Interdisciplinary Task Force was formed to proyide guidance on
Middie F i I’syé”m DL, document development. This gr&up met periodically ﬂu'dfughout the :

followmg steps

° A 45 day comment period was held between September 3 and November 18,1998.

® Copias of the Draft Sub-basin Assessment and TMDL were presented to the SWBAG and
cooperating agencies and stakeholders for review at their October 1st, 1998 meeting.

® . Notices were published two times (Wednesday and Sunday) in the Idaho Statesman and the Idaho
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extenswe comments szgaed by 23 individyals living and working within the Middle Fork Payette Sub- -
lTlu:se commentx were reviewed and d:scussed both mtemally and with the commenting party when K
possxb e. - '

i

5

b
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7. List of Abbreviations

BAG - Basin Advisory Group, §39-3601
cms- cubic meters per second

DEQ - 1daho Division of Environmental
Quality

EPA - United States Environmental
Protection Agency

ha - hectare
HUC - Hydrologic Unit Code

IDWR - Idaho Department of Water
Resources

" kam - kilometer -

_ km? - square kilometer

LA - Load Allocation, non-point source
m - meter |

myg/L - milligram per liter

mi - mile

mL - milliliter

MOS - Margin of Safety

TMDL - Total Maximum Daily Load
t/y - tonnes per year

USDA - United States Department of
Agriculture :

USDI - United States Department of
Interior

WAG - Watershed Advisory Group,
§39-3601

WBID - Water Body Identification
Number

WLA - Waste Load Allocation, point
source :

WQL - Water Quality Limited,
Beneficial Uses not Fully Supported

§ - Section

§303(d) - section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act

*C - degrees Celsius
*F - degrees Fahrenheit

12g/L. - microgram per liter
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Appendix A: Middle Fork Payette Ri\;er Subbasin
~ Water Body Assessments
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ID-17050121-01 .
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CurrentCIlmﬁelm In id‘_:nho_' i_eVlter Quality Standards

' This water body is:  Classified

1daho's Bencicial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

Designated Benaficial Uses for this water * |
My: s ie .. Lot . ‘

IDAPA 16:01.62,100"

Idsho's

status mscyement R 1992 ¥

TDAPA 16.01 .oz_.xg'o




1D-17050121-01

YRy,

1998 Draft §305(h) and 5303( fo‘i’ma

§303(d) listed: yu“:
sec_t;imnt

daho's Beosticil Uses:
IDAPA 16,01.02.100

mmﬁxim

" 1998 Sub-lmin Assessment lnforma tion

§303(d) listed: yes
cause: ndi-cm
Idaho's Beneficial Uses
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

Designated
ID-F7050121-6):

' fiimit to P. M mwmmuw

Thambodyhdudskhmmmmﬂ(wmﬁeﬁmlﬂufﬁehﬁdﬂghmmmm.mmdeplmﬂ
streams, and an vonsmed pereamial stresm.’ mmr&wm:.mmmmmmmmmw

The bed and banks are dominated by sand with occasinmal gravel and silt/clay. Air photos and recent Syover of the arch shovy that the sueam is

Wm&dmmm Mwwmm Mu:aélmabndmdmm-md _

mwm MWMMW mmofmwhkwuummdomew l»gm m‘ban

mwwummfmmmmmmwmmmm 1997 Chew{!l
upstresen from the conflucnce with the South Fark Payerte River. ‘When requested, 0o other data wis submiticd by ageacies fo
assessement, specific. ¢o this water body. Additionsl § inchude Middie Forf Payesie River TMDIL Secliment Trend Moiiofing
(Fitzgerald et al. 2/0/98) and routine drinking water samipling for the Rivers Point Subdiviss - watsr systeam, Asmwasmﬂuhﬂlwymn
Davey's Bridge for the Middle Fork Payette River TMDL Sediment Trend Monitoring pt -
MMWW.MMMMaMMW

segment.ﬁ'ommﬂr mtghbmmmmohmvmmﬁmmwhneﬁshpmpmm.mdmmﬂ inhshit
waler bodies of this type and condition. Redband trout {residualized steclhead), planted rainbow trout (0. mykixs) and bull trout are limited by
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1D-17050121-02 ' Anderson Creek . upstream limit: headwaters

PNRS; 704.00

Current Classification in Idahio Water Quality Standards . ;

map code: map codes mot  This water body is:  Unclassified
availnbie for uudusiﬁcd .
water bﬂlﬁu :_

Ldaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

Designated Beneficial Uses for this water

IDAPA 16.01.02.100

status assesssent for 1988

1992 Mb)mw:l)hmmm
' " asseasment info : vot assessed fn 1992

W_Du-ml. | \l‘ﬂ” m! i’l' 1 Bism o M"“

mm o “ms’e'z

Idsho's Beneficial Uses: Derastic Agricuitaral Cfd Water Warm Waser sm oA priny Sacoadary
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Water Sugply | Water Supply | Bicta Biota Spawning Contact | Camact
1996 §305(b) and §303(d) Information

§303(d) listed: yes assessment info: no water bodies ulesud in 1996. 303(d) listing resulted from Boise National
causc: sediment Forest nnalysis.

Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Domestic Agriculural Cold Wter Wam Water | Satmonid Primmry Second-'y'
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Notes: m-i-?aieiéi.g Aniterio aCr x

Mwmwmmmmmuhemmnmmwwemmmm There are several tributacies to the maic stem
ofMMMMMWMWMMMMMM&MNMFm Anderson
Cﬂsammmmmmm&emmm&meitchndmC;ukmdsmmﬂydmﬁedasaB
Rmstmw mwaﬂhﬁxmwﬁymmwmboMmdm L _

ek flows theough Mwﬁlmem;m MW&MMMhlmd

. ‘ ¥ 50 lndp!i\’lhm The town of Cronch is locnted on the west side of the Middle
mmwwmm Driaking watcr or development in the arca is supplied by wells, and

; 2péic tanky,” mdﬁckw land imvmcdiately sdjacent to Andersan Crock is used ay pastuse of wetland -

| - cr, there is an wene. Forest Service Road 668 parallels Andersos Croek for almost

Bmk@ﬂmﬁaﬂ&m&eh@d‘&ww M%MMMM&MWMWW

A private rosd AM&W Crosk -m 'mﬁm_mﬂ&ﬂm&mmmmmibemm ,

93SWIROIS © forest service hmmdu'y NA
9ESWIROATG - 100 yards downstream from Bum Creek 530
96SWIROATT - bridge @ L. Anderson Creek confluence - 4.50
97SWIROBT3 : btidge@LAndetmnCreekmﬂumme 434

The forest m’ aliso submmnd lnselme inventory information taken September 19, 1986 ‘This inventory conclides that uwenebrae
producticn is poor, and the stream had very poor fish habitat duc 1o excess fines. DEC} invertebrate and fish samples disagree with these
conclusions. mmmmmwmmsmmmummmawMams 1996, The results were
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two age classes ofmnbuwtromto Nykm’) (5 ﬁShHll433 Scu&pm

Two of the BURP sms. 97SW1ROA77 and 97SW1ROB?3 and the BNF hasetim inv site were taken at the same'spot. Habitat
evaluations vary greatly. Both the 57SWIROB73 and the BNF bascling cvaluations weic following habitat. degrading events. New years day
1997, mnonsmwevcmocmmdmdmi986ﬂ1mwcreﬂr=smﬂtemﬂomufﬂmevalummsshow sedin ntnotﬁoundmtm
1996 monitoring. Anderson Creek needs more intense, and trend monitoring to deterifine inmumem due to'iulu

demonstrmdnu:lfpmclmed “good anglers™ wmmonlymm:kualmomck(&ehm {998) Bmoktromhwcnot_
mdmnbownmhmbeenmmakmforbmokmt. L mE

muﬁlmﬂugemﬂtyﬁiﬁcmgoodmmqumluy

mehbummummsmmmﬁlem&mfmﬁsh Cohble(&&ZSSmm)domm:hmne!hedmdbmks.'Gmmul butrs are -
frequent. Msmwmzs%nfﬂumwmhummmmwn )
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1D-17050121-03

C.nrrent Claésiﬁeaﬁﬁﬁ" in id_nho' Water Qﬁaliiy .St'a_nda_ﬂ_i_s :

map code: SWB-322 This water body is:  Classified

1dho's Beaeficial Uses:
I.DAPA i6.01 02.100

Dcs:pmedneneﬁcul Uses Fonhzsm )

oy s, s e e S




Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

I_D-l7050121-03

1998 Dratt §305(b) and §303(d) information " :
§303(d) listed: yes " assessment info: DEQ ‘96 WBA °.

idaio's Beneficial Uses
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

status pssessment for 1998

1998 Sub-basin Assessment Information.

§'303(d)f"tist_gd:}u
cause: sediment

1-03:

of she Mkidi Fork Payene River from Anderson Creek to Seriver Crock.

Gooscherry Creek, Warm Springs Creek, Smith Creck, Essley Creck and Pyle Creck are tributartes. “The Midie Fork Payetie Rivee fs  fourth

order stream and classified as 8 C5 Rosgen stream type. The bed and banks are dominated by sand with occasionai gravel and silt/ciay. Air
photos and seer yavet of the mmmmhmwwmmmammmm
sinuosity, Therg are still meander nd traces of meander bends. g
qca hus heea developed. Thetown of Croisch is focated at the lower end of the segment.” Mast Crouch urban
wwator frorit wells and dispose of wasis water with septic systoms. Much of the low lylpg land **

£ 490d s pastre of werland sinks..Roads crass the Middic Fork Payets dhros times during

2R

requesied for data for this sszesmment,

_ apecific o this wakes body. Based on visual observations, it is estionaed thai the substrate coasists of

Suckcu.MwamMMﬂgmﬂn'MimImﬁmmmmlmmkmdem&mﬂm
River. This segmen is sppropriate for and uiilized by three species of native satmonid fishes, mountain whitefish (Prasopiss williomaoni),
redband troat (Qucorfneschus mykics), and ball trout (Salvelinus confluentus). ‘While specific fishery monitoring data do not eyist for this
semm.mﬁ:mation&ammﬂar neighboring scgments, and observation show that mountain whit=fish propagate in, and yesr round inhabit
waler bodies of this type and condition. Redband tout (residualized steclhvead), planted rainbow trout (0. mykiss) mdbulluuutmlmumdby
lackofw the habitat. Redband trout, and plented rainbow trout occasionally use this stream and would be sore sbundant year
round, if habi lexity and cover wese increased. Redband/Rainbow trout have been observed using schools of suckers for cover, The
most sensitive salmonid in the basin are bult trout. It is essential that bulf trout be able o better utilize this scgment for migration to the rest of
the Payette bull trout populstions. This segment is aiso critical to bull trout as overwintering habitat for adult and sub-adult fuvial (large
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- stream migrating) bulf trout. BnﬂTmhasbecnwwcmtyohsemdmdmngmwme&wpoolsueowh Sumysmmsdedm
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ID-17050121-04

o Middle Fork Pnyette Rwer '

1daho’s senéﬁ'c'iai Uses:
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assesyment info ; wot assessed in 1992

i ) Domestic . 3 Agrienltural Cold Waer Warm Wter Secondary
IDAPA 16.00.02.500 Wier Soppiy | Waser Sopply | Biow - | B Contact
var. . i _ e
staus gssessment for 1992
1994 §305(b) lnd §303(d) lnformation
§303(d) limd ya
me_-udhnent.. o _ s
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 . Wﬁm_,, W-_-,-S'm Bioa  .."" I Biota ing ' Conact
1996 §305(b) &nd §303(d) lnformatlon . \ _ _
" _ assessment info: uwmrbud:eumd'mlm mxd)lkﬂugrum w Boise Nationat
: b Forutsulym. : ML T '
[daho's Beneficial Uses: Bomestic Aprcunrd | ColaWatee - | Waeme Wetar s.m'.; primay | Socnadary
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 . . Wiater Supply Water Supply | Biota - Biow Spewning Commct Conact
status assessment for {996

A
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River .

inchies tho segment of e Middie Fork Payetic River from Scriver Croek to Lightning Creck. Koppes Crsek I the only
named tribukary to this scgment. The Middle Fock Payette River is 2 fourth onder stream and classified a9 2 C5 Rosgen Rrean  type. The bed

 and baaks i dominsted by sapd with ocoasional gravel and silvclay. Air photos and recent flyover of th anes show that the stream is
Kisaric Goutiti

developed. The fowh of Crouch i located meﬂ y five miles dowesiream from the

L mtianly adjscst ot el Fock Pyt wiod s psr, o et

=2t River e 80t boon mionioed by DEQ. Wheh requiesiod, o ot daty was subasbted by ageacics for

d that the substratc consists of apprixisately 80% fines, with the romainder being obble, ' S
Wmmgmmwmmmemmwmmwymmmbwwnmpmmm
River, This segment is appropriate for and utilized by thise species of native salmonid fishes, mountain whitcfish (Prosopius: willicmesom),
MMMWMWMWM&M(S«MM:M White specific fishery monitoring data do not exist fix this
mmm_wﬁeudm.'mmmmmwwmm'mwm(a.w)meMwmmlmw
lack of compiexity 1 the habitat. meﬂmﬂmhwmmmtythMmmbemmm
round, if habitat complexity and cover were fficreased. Redband/Rainbow trout have been observed using schools of suckers for cover. The
most sensitive suimonid in the basin are it wout. It is essential that buill trout be able to better whitize this segment for migration o the rest of

A1l



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

the Payette bull trout populations. This segmem is aiso critical 1o bull trout as gverwintering habitat for adult and sub-adult fuvial (large
stream migrating) bull rout. Bull Trout tiss been aneodot:lly nbservcd ut:li;ing one 19 the few pools m:ar Cmuch Sunreys are nu&d m

(s6.35 mm) dominite-channel bed and banks, Grave!fboulder bars are seldorn and a6 c@nﬁnmly ‘ovdred by’i%ne Sedinient Hicr being -

exposed for short periods during low flow. Pools and to some exlmt riffles and ghdt hablla‘ts are missing. Fine sediment beds with thin -
veneers of water flowing over their top are predominant. The few
accelerate water, Hke hndses,hwkhm, andughtmdm meander bends. -

mtclcn-:fandhowthissuspmdedudmtmpdrsbeneﬁclalm Anotb:fmofpomﬂmmtimmyrequmﬁmmnmgmm
ls!hebmandmmdpdhagemm Pasmmoﬁmdsepucfulmmymr mabeeonwaheallltnskformmm
mdtbednwnsmmumsuppim v ] i

ﬂmm&mmm me@m&mwmmwnymwmmmmw ”’Iﬁem:'_
bedMmmmumdomcold“'mﬂmuﬂmgh,mdmwmmm;mgdmcﬂm(DAPA '
160102.20003.) : o :

' kWMB‘NﬂFﬁ!W Asdk‘assnd -
_ mmWwﬁhum Thelr use of this sepment is Gratial
k D the “ayige ™4 the “Not Full Support™ call for Cold Waker Bioiais -
1 Tond Sedisent, and mwamm The “sutwrec™ for excessive sédiment is timised to nonpomt soure
activitics. mmmmmmm fommmmm ractic mﬂlmﬁmmwnmmm'

. ; ':wmmmorwmmmu :
e c remaining native salmooids, R is di€ficult to define. ar assurc recovery ghven
mmmmumwmmwmmbxwmmwmm
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payetie River

tdsho's Beneficial Uses: " ¢
[DAPA 16.01.02.100 E £

2 ario b

n
Water Supply

Water Supply

" asseaseicnt info: 00 water bodied assessed in 1996, J03(d) listiug vesalted from Boise National
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17050131-05 Lightoing Creek . upsiream timis headwaters

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303{d) Tnformation

§303(d) listed: "no . assessment info
cause: deluungpropoud“

‘Idaho's Beneficial Ust:s o
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

Water Supply wmr_St_w_l_y Eiugl i . -

status assessment for 1998 .

1998 Sub-basm Assemunt lnformmon

§303(d listed: "0 . . TMDL
cause: dduulgpropoud

Idaho's Beseficial Uscs:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 '

Desigoared Bencticial Uses for
[D-17050121-03:

‘lmnmo.nmhs.r mmuymmumw

Notes: ID-l‘J'OSOlZl-S Lllhtlﬁng Cmck

numbodymmuﬂmmgc:uk&mmhmwmmuwmddkmrmmm Tnbumesmcludeomm_' i smml
other snall unnamed tributarics. At its conffucnce with the Middie Fark Payette River, Lightning Creck is a third order stroam and s g B

Rosgen stream type. num“A“lypemﬁrmwuphdnwmhedsﬂ:emmepm Thebed : Imh_lu - el
bmalwmﬁudebouwm.aobblemdmd. \ _ '

mummwmﬂummmwmmm hﬂmwmhﬂdjmumewnﬂmwmmm
Fork Payette River.: mmmofcmmmmmwmmmmmmmmmmm

River. There is also an inrigation diversion approximstely % mile upstream froin the confiucnicg, Forest Serviee Road 611 Ji _
memmummmmmmmﬂm du)upstrelnﬁnm conflucnce.

96SWIROB4S - '-:"Llshtnmgthekbndgn
- 97SWIROAT! . just upmam from MFPR confluence
1998SBOIAT6 - 0.7 mike from inersecrion of FR611 and FR698

1998SBOIAT)-isr  iles from interscction of FR611 + FR698

¥ w intezim value, hand calculated, las not gos through review.
NA = macroinvericbrate lab analysis not wvailable w1 of Sepiember I, 1598
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. Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum ﬂdify-‘l,aad for the Middle Fork Paj.»ette River

. ' : te mmmmmmwm “The rears gradient
ﬁm«ﬁwm bowevar, ﬂp_hﬂbmm&rlhelmmmmmdmww
mMMMm_
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Da:!y Load for the M;a’die Fork Payeﬂe River

1}1;7050121-06 ] . Middle Fork Plye!te B.i\m' .
] i
Idaho's Beneficial Uses; i)
DAoL
Designated Beneficial Uses for this water B
body: . E -

Idabo's Beneficiaf Uses: <., . wic - F Agi

IDAPA 16.01.02.500 S e Watwr Supply Water Suppiy &
stamiy assessment for 1992 ®
1994 §305(b) and §303(d) Information o '

§303d) listed: yrey : * assessment info: we water bodies mnied in 1954 303[‘) li.ltmg
cause: sediment .  Forest auslysis, - .

’ - o ' ) L . P
Idsho's Beneficial Uses; Domestic Apicdtod | Cotiwee ] Wam W : Prizacy Sacondary o
IDAPA l&ﬂl.ﬂllﬁ& Water Supply Water Supply Bice 1 Bipm ! T Conitact
stets assessmeat for 1994 5
1996 5305(11) and 5303(111 Information _ . "
§303(d) listed: yes B assessment info: mwaterbodmam in 1996; 303{d) lhﬁugmllud m Pe N:li&ﬁl e
canse: sediment Forest analysis. Conove I
Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Doeesic Agricuitaral Cold Waer WamWae | Sdmonid Primary Secondary
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 ) Water Supaly Water Supply Binta Biota Bpawming Caminct, Coptact

Rscreativn Recreation "

status asscssment for 1996 ' ' wh
NSl
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Sub-basin Assaxsmeru and Total Maximum Da:ly Load for the Afﬁddfe Fork Payeue River

4 compared o :
Approximatsly 0.5 pilles this segenent M%M@gmm
md-mmm mmmmhmmm mmermi;m

94SWIROA44 upstream from Tie Creek CG I 261 86
DSSWI'ROCN @TieCmekCG ’ 455 g3

mﬁmmmmmwwmnummnd&mmm»mmmm ‘The results were no sahmonids and 29
suckers. In 197f4.7ic Bunmeister and Don Corley observed 2 Dolly Yarden that were 14 inches or fonger at their Tis Croek site, These Dolly
Vu&nhwmmwmmmwdﬁm“nwyvm to “Bull Trout” mmeylemdDonhadohmdwme
mnTneCmekhd:mlm
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maxximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Additional investigations include Middle Fork Payette River TMDL Sediment Trend Monitoring (Fitzgerald et al. 2/9/98). A site was
established this year at the Lightning Creek Bridge for the Middle Fork Payette River TMDL Sediment Trend Moniioring project. At this site
we.have begun measuring discharge, suspended sediment, turbidity, and bed load. Based on vusual observations, it is estimated that the .
substrate cons:sls ofapproxtmuely 30% ﬁnes‘ w:lh the remamder bemg wbble S . :

Suckers, and 0 Icsxer extcm. wh:tcfish are the prcdommate largc ﬁsh species curremly ut:llzmg lhts segmr.nt of the dedle Pork Payen.e
River. This segment is appropriate for and utilized by three species of native satmonid fishes, mountain whitefish (Pro.mpfum williamsonf),
redband trout (Oncorkynchus mykiss), and bull wrout {Safvelinus confluentus). While specific fishery monitoring data do not exist for this
segment, information front similar, neighboring segments, and observation show that mountain whitcfish propagate in, and year round inhabit
water bodies of this type and condition. Redband trout (residualized steethead), planted rainbow trout (0. mykiss} and bull trout are (imited by
tack of complexity to the habitat, Redband trout, and pianted minbow trout occasionally use this stream and would be more abundant, year
round, if habitat complexity and cover were increased. Redband/Rainbow trout have been observed using schools of suckers for cover. The
most sensitive salmonid in the basin are buil trout. [t is essential that bull trout be able to better utilize this segment for migration to the rest of
the Payette bull trout populations. This segment is afso critical to bufl rout #s overwintering habitat for adult and sub-adult fluvial [Iarge
stream migrating) bull trout. Surveys are nceded to better understand these and other non-game native fishes of the waterslled. PR

The habitat in this segment is in a poor condition for fish. Fine scdiment inputs exceed carrying capacity much of the yw Fme sediment
dominate channel bed and banks. Gravel/boulder bars arc seidom and are continuously covered by finc sediment after being exposed for short
periods during low flow. Pools and to some extent riffics and glide habitats are missing. Fine sediment beds with thin veneers of water flowing
over the:nnp e predommam. The few exnsung pools are usually thc mult of hu-d structures tluu mﬁm and a;ceeletatc water, hlcc hndgu.

Asfarasit:sknown,duswmhodyusﬁeeofwmcolm aumnmmon. exceptmg hlghlmlsnfmntdmensuspendedsedml. Itis
not clear if and how this suspended sediment impairs beneficial uses. Amm«maofpomﬂomummumaquulnﬁmmvmgm
is the bacteria and associated pathogens concem. Pasmremdyardrunoﬂ'andsepucfmlmmlymr.mdbeeomelhea!lhnskforeonm
m:nd!bedommwmsupplm . P :

E.mcnmm!daka:er@u!:q&mwvdahanmtbunexaededbymym;mdmplmgmmmm ‘The amount of
bedIoadsedmmmﬂmsemldmmproldWmBmdwugh,mdﬂnmforexcaedldahn smﬂmmm(mmm

16.01.02.206. 08.)

Allwlcrsupplymdmdbeneﬁmﬂmhmbeen“ﬁdlmppm forthelastﬁveycm SalmomdSpmmg(P wmmn
beneficial use is also “full support”. The alf but incidental spawning saimonid native is the movntain whitefish. Mountain whitefish arc
broadcast spawners and spparently successful in the Middle Fork Payetic River or neighboring streams. Redband trout spawning is unlikely
and bull trout spawning is only going to occur much: further up in the watershed. Cold Water Biota beneficial use is impained and is “Not Full
Support”. As discussed earlier, cold water biots, redband trout and bull trowt, find habitat quality not sifficient to utilize the ares. Their use of
this segment is crucial to the long teem survival of both species. Elsing §305(b) tecminology the “cause” of the “Not Fult Support™ cait for Cotd
Water Biota is excessive bed ioad ssdiment, and is compounded by a channelized stream. The “source” for excessive sediment is limited to
nonpoint source activities. These activities include roads, bank failures, forest practices, agriculturat practices, oaturs! landsfides and to a
minor extent storm water management and direct dumping.

It is important to note that loss of anadromous fish, introguction of nos-native fishes, and nearby stocking of hatchery fish for a “put and take
fishery” have greatly affected the complex interactions of the remaining native salmonids. It is difficult 1o define or assure recovery given
meseodlerpopldwonenmilmglm Theﬁsllmlh:sugmauhnulmhadhghpredaﬂonbyﬂshmhgmmmddverom

"
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ID-17050121-07

Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

IDAPA 16.01.02.100

1996 §305(5) and §303(4) Intormation

assessment _i_l_:fo: 00 waler bodies assessed .

Water Supply

status assessment &r_'1996

A



Sub-~basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

3 ey PNRS- Im.n:_

S

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303(d) Information ' .

§303(d) isted: 50 assessment info:
caiser . B . :..; . . .
ldsho's Beocficial Uses: . | Domeme | At
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 (W Somly | WeawSply

1998 Sub-basin Assessment Information ; )

§303(d) listed: no
Idsho's Beneicial Uses:
IDAPA 160102100 =

BfcalUkestor Lo fme lym

D-1708012107; . -

" Jioit 10 O, mykins **

Notes: ID-17080121-7.Big Bulidog Creck
This waser body includes Big Batldog Creek from its headwaters to the Middle Fork Payetnc River. Tributarics include Litts Balidog Crock.
{10 the south) and scveral other smafl unmamed wibutaries. Big Bulldog Creck is a third order stresm from tiie Gonflutnice with the Middic Fork
Pumkiwwiucmﬂmmaﬂuogcwmdhdmiﬁeduanhmmqpe.mﬁedmdbmkssedominng_dbxgmtd-
followed by boulders, cobble and sand. _ R TR

mmmmmmmm forest sexvice tand. Themqummhishcmdappmximady titven miles
downstrears from fhe conflocnce with the Middlc fork Paycite River. Foms:viwaoadsnﬁdudmﬂsmpmimaﬁngnﬁs&omﬂig

*Big Balldog Creck was frs monisoed by DEQ fllowing BURP woritorg Augest {1, 1993. One sie exists on Big Bulldo Créek.

Selp o Clekla MR om0 e
93ISWIR0Z22 juttupsticam frogt MFPR confluence 494 NA ' '

The forest gervice aiso submilied Baseline Inventory information of Big Bulldog Creck taken September 16, 1986. They found: Small, shallow
strean with 8 2-3% gradicnt. Pooliffle ratio is 1:8 with 3rd ciass pools. The substrate is 30% sand, 10% gravel, 30-35% cobble, 20% boulder
and 10% bedrock. Food production is low. The sandy substrate and embeddedaess is detrimental to food production, juverite cove, winter
dormancy habitat, sad spawaing success, DEQ evaluation of macrainvertehrate condition conflicts with shove cbservation.

. Boise Naticnal Forest Aquatic Survey Results:

Mile 0.0, 3/0-4in Rainbow Trout, 7 Sculpin, 12 Sucker
Mile HO;¥0-4in 7/4-3in Rainbow Trout

Mile 2.5, 1/0-4in 5/4-8in Rainbow Trout

Mile 3.5, no fish '

T




Tt

A23



[D-l7050121-08

Big Bulldog Creek

upstream limit: headwaters

Current Classification in Idaho Water Qulhty Standards

mapoode mpeodunot ‘m:swaw'bodyn

avuilable for unclagsified

water bodies L iaLE

Idaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

Ulclunlied

Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Mmdnmﬁmlmsﬁxdusm

Agrivuies
Waser Sepply

Cold Waer
Biata

§303(d)hned 20 vv__ i

minﬁ oot assessed in 1992

L

cainse: _
Idsho'y Beocficial Uses: Diownantic Agricuinul Cold Wats. W Wasr
IDAFA 16.01.02.100 = Waler Supply W-_-&wly Bioe Biota
status ssscssment for 1992
1994 §305(|3) and §303(d] lnfom-tlol
§303(¢) lsted: o asscssment info: o water bodies assessed in 1994, s
Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Domestic Agiockerd | ColdWawr | Warm Waeer Prinwry Secoadary
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Water Supply | Water Sopply | Biow Biom Contact Contact
status assersment for l§94 B
1996 §305(b) and §303(d) Information
§303(d) listed: mo assessment info: no water bodies nssessed in 1996,
Idsho's Beneficial Uses: Dosastic Agricultoral Cold Waser Warm Waer Pnnl'y Scoondary
Water Supply |- Water Supply Biota Biats Contact Contact
. Somast Somact

IDAPA 16.01.02.100

status assessment for 1996

-
o TH



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Meximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17050121-08

PNRS: mone

Big Bulldog Creek

upstream limit: headwaters

downstreari fimit: Bulldog Creck

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303(d) Information

§303(d) listed: no assessment info:
CALEE. .
Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Domesis Agriculturd Cold Wasir Wazm Watar Prinary Secondary
IDAPA 16.0.02.100 Witec Sopply | Wamr Supply | Bionn Blota Contact Costast
status sssessment for 1998
1998 Sub-basin Assessment Information
$303(d) listeg: no TMDL status: No TMDL planned -
cause: -
ldsho'’s Beneficial Uses: m w‘m :gu Water ;v-u Water Primory Secondary
Supply L] ot Contact Canteci
IDAPA IG.QI.DZ.IOO [ T—— Racrestion
sub-basin agsessment statug Full Full
Sapport Support

Recommended Designations for ldsho Water Quality Standards
1dabo's Bencficial Uses: Domastia A;WM x Watar Warrs Watar Prienay  S——

Waler Wter Biots Coniaol Contary
IDAPA §6.01.02.100 Supply g o s
Designated Beneficial Uses for no a0 yes no ) yes
ID-17050121-08:

Notes: ID-17050121-8 Blg Bulidog Creck

This water body includes Big Bulldog Crock from its confloence with Bulldog creck o I°s headwaters. Tributarics include several small
unnamed tributarics. Big Bulldog Creek i a second order stream at the confluence with the Buildog Creek and is ciassified a5 a B Rosgen
stream type. The bed and banks arc dominaed by gravel followed by bouldess, cobble and sand.

The Big Bulldog Creek watershed lis entirely within forest service land. The town of Crouch is focsted cleven miles
downstream from the confluence with the Middle Fork Peyette River. FmSmlumsllGdudendsappmey 1/4 mile from Big
Buildog Creek. No other roads exist in the watershed.

Big Bulldog Creek has not been monitered by DEQ following BURP monitoring.

Boise National Forest Aquatic Survey Results:
Mile 5.5, no fish

Although no information exists, the habitat in this stream shoukd be In good condition due It's remotencss and the difficulty to access.

As far 25 it is kmown, this water body is frec of water column contamination. The stream gradient does not allow for significant deposition of
fine sediment. Due to a lack of development in the watershed, bacteria counts should be low.

Numerig critesion in Jdaho ‘s Water Quality Standards and Wastewater Treatment Reguirements have not been exoesded by any data generated
sampiing this water body. Based on current assessment protocals and observation, the monitoring indicate that this segment falls into the “fult
suppon” status category for cold water biota bencficial use. There is no evidence that Salmonid spawning is occuming, and therefore not
assessed. Agricultural Water Supply, Domestic Water Supply, Warm Water Biota, and Secondary Contact Recrestion are neither dasignatad
normmngmdthmfnnhﬂcnotbmmed.ﬁummemumme“ﬁnlmppon“camquwﬂl.emmuushmu
not likely.



1D-17050121-09

Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middie Fork Payette River

Bulldog Creek

downstream limit: Big Bulidog Creek

Cuirrent Classification ia Idaho Waiter Quality Standards _.
map code: map codes pat Thlswmbodyis Unclassified . . . &

availabie for unciassified
water bodies

Idaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA lé.ﬂim 100

Designated Spacial Rem?r‘uer
TDAPA 16.01.02.95: ns

|
Dasretic.
: w&m

:‘g

CotWae | W Wt
m&nlv l -
1

mwwm@mgm lm

body:

EE

s e e s e e

. |
] Em 1
{‘ i - E
Iw“ I R
i f i ;

*mwmwmﬁm $401.02,101.01.2 ST o

1988 §305(b) and §303(d) mfomaﬁon

§303(led. e
uuu: . .
Idaho's Bamﬁ,cinl Uses:
1DAPA 16.91.02.108 -

- Mm lnnumdhm

Domexic W Wamr | Sumoeid

Cald Wamer
Bits
-

" status assessment for 1988

1992 §305(0) and ssum) Information

-MMN

tdaho's Beneficiud Uses:
IDAPA 16.00.2.100

Waser Supply

status assessment for 1992

1mm}wwﬁhmm

'§303(d) listed: yes
cause: sediment

Idaho'y Beneficinl Uses:-
IDAPA 16.01.02,100

mhﬁ-mmhﬁumﬁhlm Mﬂﬂsﬁagmmmmﬁom

1 Domestic”

mm PR

wn_u-awly Biom Bicta

status assessient for 1994

I SN 4

1996 gsos(b) and §303(d) Informstion

. §303(d) lis(ed: yeu
cause: sediment

Idaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

- pseamnont info: »o water bodies assessed in 1996, 303(d) listing resalted from Bolse National -
rmu-ws.

Werer Supply

A28



el

Sub-basin Assessment and Total Meinmum Datly Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

I1D-17050121-09 Bufldog Creek upstream limit: keadwaters
PNRS: none downsm limit: Big Bualldog Creek

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303(d) Information
§303(d) listad: "no assessment info:
cause: delisting proposed”
Idaho’s Beneficial Uses: Domamic  Aghcultersl | Cold Water Werm Water Sulmonid Primary Secondary
IDAPA 16.0£.62.100 Wator Supply | Water Supply 1 Blam Bints Spawning Contact Contact
status asseasment for 1998
1998 Sub-basin Assessment knformation
§303(d) listed: "m0 TMDL status: No TMDL Planned.
cause: dellsting proposed™
Idsho's Beneficin? Uses: } m :\rm::u ﬁwlur m Witer é;."':l.““ Prioary Secondmry

akar ar i Contact Contact
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 g d ]
sub-basin assessnient status : ) Full Full
Recommended Designations for Idaho Water Quality Standards
Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Domtc | Apiodad | Cold Wer Worn W | Salnonid Friewey Secandary
[DAPA 16.01.02.100 Sprowing - Cekrtact : Contamt

Beneficial Uses for 20 %0  Tye im0 o 20 yo
1D-17050121-09: _ _
e

Notes: 1D 170501219 Bulidog Creck

11:isna'i=r'body includes Bulldog Cenek from its headwaters to the Big Bulidog Creck. rﬂmmwmm:mm
tributarics. Bufldog Creek is & second order stream at it’s the confluence with the Big Bulldog Creek and is presumed to classified ss 8 B
Rosgen stream type. .

The Big Bulldog Creek watershed lies entircly within forest service lant. The tawn of Crouch Is located approximately cleven miles

downstream from the confluence with the Middle Fork Payetic River. WWMGIIGMeWWIMmﬂ:M&;
Bufldog Creck. Noodmmﬂm:nduwm

-DEQMMMMMWWCMAWMIM mmhhdﬁmhnhomunh‘ﬂs!opepﬂortom&uem

Bmtdogmkummbk.mddmaﬁumlikelywbemmedhymdnmm

Asfwxslusmmmuwmhdys&uofwwwlmmmmhmhwofmmwm Itis
not clear if and how this suspended sediment impairs bencficial uses. mmmmmdmwsmmmoﬁm
mm»-m&mwhummbmdnmmum R

N;maimnonmldahosli"nurgmfrgawwWwfmmhmumhmmmmcbymym;mmd
sampling this water body. Based on judgement that without aoy activitics and lmited sccess, Mssggmufallsinmdn"ﬂ:ﬂmmﬂ"m
category for cold water biot benicficial use. There is no evidence that Salmonid spawning is sccurring, and therefore not assessed,
Agricultural Water Supply, Domeztic Water Supply, Warm Water Biota, and Secondary Contact Recreation are neither designated nor existing
and therefore have not been assessed. Primary Contact Recreation is tn the “fidl support” category az well, even though aceess is not likely.



“Sub-basin dssessmens and Total Maximum Datly Load for the Middle Fork Payetle River

ID-17050121-10 Middle Fork Payette River upstream limit; Ratitesnake Creek
| ~ PNRS: 703,00 downstream limit: Big Bulldog Creek
Current Classifieation in Idaho Water Quality Standards | |
map code: SWB-322 This water body is:  Clasaified Designated Special Resource Water:
IDAPA 16.01.02.95: yes
1 t . 1 1 1 4
Idaho’s Beneficial Uscs: | Domamic . | Agriculard i Cold Watar | Wam Watar | Salmonid ! Primary - - ! Secondary s
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 ; Woeer Svagly | Waer Supoly 1 Biors i Bicex | Spownig [ Coomez  § Comect
¢ i v ] 3 i 1
Designated Beneficial Uses for this water | yes | yes | yau [ o | ves ! ves Ay
body: - ! | } ! | St
i t i
* denotes implicit designation through EDAPA 1601.02.101.01.&
1988 §305(b) and §303(d) Information .
§303(d) listed: no aszessment info: enltmed o
cause: R
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Waer Sepply | Wee Sopply | Biomm Biow Speveing  { Conemnt ot
status asscssment for 1988 Fal) Fal | Rl Ful Fut Fuli
Support | Support | Sappert Support Suppart Support
1992 §305(b) amd §303(d) Information | '
§303(d) listed: Do assessment Info : not sesessed in 1992
CaUsE: - - .
Tdaho's Beneficial Uses: ; ;.”1, w:.;”u ﬁw- ' :::.'w..".“ Saimonid Primacy Secondery
{ g

IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Spewning Gt c-—= _
1994 §305(b) and §303(d) Information ‘ _ o
§303{d) listed: yes azseszment info: so water bodies agsessed in 1994, 303(d) lisling resuited from Bokeﬂnﬁml
causc: sedimeat Forest analysls. |

Beneficial Uses: Dovec | Al | ColWme | Wam Ve Seimoid | Primary " Sacsadery
Idaho's e e id P :
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Surrly ‘P"""l. Conict Srion
status assegsment for 1994 '
1996 m)mmd) Information
5303(d)lisull.ru mmnmmmulm Ma(djlinﬂngmuludﬁmneheﬂ:ﬁoml
causc: sediment Foresi analysis.
Jdaho's Beneficial Uses: Do Avorlied | ColéWmw | WamWow | Selwonid | Primary Soouadary
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Water Supply | Watar Supply | Biosa Biota Sprwing Coraact Comms

mmesmﬁu'lm
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Mecimum Daily Load fir the Middle Fork Payetie River

ID-1765G121-10 Middle Fork Payette River ups&rem limit: Rattiesnake Creek
PNRS: 703.00 downstream limit: Big Bulldog Creck

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303(d) Information
§303(d) listed: yes assessment info: DEQ '96 WBA
cause: sediment

o Biot i Contst Contact
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 ' S e Rl ; o
siagus asscszment for 1998 - S
1998 Sub-basin Assessment Information
Sase; sediment ' -
Idaho's Beneflclaf Uses: m m Sk W | n Vs | Sthoowid | Pimay Secondary
IDAPA 1601.02.100 - - - © | Speming Comact Comtics
Recommended Designations for Idaho Water Quality Standards S "
DAPA 16.01.02.100 ' - - e | Bewtiee | Racwion
Desigaated Beneficial Uses for » ] ¥y L1 yor ¥y 1

PP e - ‘ym ot

Notes: 1D-17050121-10 Middle Fork Payette River

This water body includes the scgment of the Middle Fork Payette River from Big Balldog Creek 1o Rattlesnake Cresk. Powderhouse Gulch,
Boom Creek, Bell Creek and Rocky Canyon ase tributaries to this segment: The Middle Fork Payerte River is 2 fourth order stream aad
classified a3 a C5 Rosgen stream type. The bed and hanks sre dominaied by sand with occasional grave) and silt/clay. This segment marks the
begimming of canyon morpholegy for the Middie Fork Payelts River.

This segment of the Middle Fork Paystte River Jies entirely within the Boise National Forest. The town of Crouch is located spproximately 11
wifes downstreaen from the confluence with the Big Bulldeg Creck. Hardscrsbbic sad Raitlcsnake forest campgrounds are located along this
-scgment of the river. Forest service road 698 parallels ad crosses the river once near Hardscrabbie campground, There are no other roads
located near the Middle Fork Payetie in tivis sepment, '

This segment of the Middle Fork Payette River was first monitored by DEQ following BURP oa August 21, 1997. One site exists in this
segmeut The sitc was picked in a depositlonal stratch shove soms rapids, and is stypical of this segment. Habitat score is low bt is

chfamymﬂ'mhnof&emhw. . .
Site ID Lecation MBI HI

3.8 54

. Additional surveys by te Dopartmens of Fish & Gums on Jsty 23,1996
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

2.3 miles u.s. from Tie I _ 0 P 1} N
Creek CG : )
2.5 miles u.s. from Tie 1] 3 ' 23 1]

Creek CG _

4.7 milcs w.s. from Tie i I8 70 1

Creek CG

BURP monitoring found the stream bed to be predominantly sand followed by gravel and some boulders,

This segment of the Middle Fork Payette River is currently approgriate for and utilized by three species of native salmonid fishes, mountain
whitefish (Prosophien williamoni), redband wout (Oncorfynchus niykiss), and bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus). Mountain whitefish is the
predominate utilization species for this scgment. This segment is also critical to bull trout as ovuwmtermg habitat for adult and sub-aduit
fuvial (Targe stream migrating) buil trout

"The habitat in the transport sections of this segment is in a fuir condition for fish. In the depositional sections (few) fine sediment Inputs exceed
carrying capacity much of the year. Pools and to some extent riffles and glide habitats are missing.

As far as it is known, this water body is free of water column contamination, excepting high levels of event driven suspended sediment. It is
not clear if and how this suspended sediment impairs beneficial uses. Due to a lack of development in the watershed, bacteria counts should be
low.

Numerig criterion in Jdehe s Warer Quality Standards have not been exceeded by any data generated sampling this water body. Based on
current assegsment protocols, considering the number and age classes of fish found in the IDI-‘G survey, the amount of bed load sediment in this
se;mentdounotappearmimpsirCold WmBimuabeneﬂclaluse

All water supply and recreational beneficial uses have been “full support” for the last five years. Salmonid Spawning beneficial uze Is also
“full support™. Both native mountain whitcfish and redband trout spawn in this section. Both Mountain whitefish (broadcast spawners) and
Redband Trout {redd butlders) are successful in this section of the Middle Fork Payette River or neighboring someams. Bull wout spwmmg is
only going to occur much further up in the watershed.

It is important to note that ioss of anadromous fish, introduction of non-native fishes, and neacby stocking of hatchery fish for a “put and take
fishery™ have greatly affected the complex interactions-of the remsining native salmonids. lt is difficult to define or assure recovery given
these other population controlling issucs.
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Meaximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

upstecam ilm:l.. hudwnters -"; :
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Current Classification i in Idaho Water Qnahty Standards’

Designatéd Special Resource Waser:
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map node map eodu not
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Idaho's Beneficial Uses:
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status assessment for 1988
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Donesis | Agicied | Cotswure ] Wamwar

A -wm: -
IDAPA 16.01.62.100

sixtus sssessment for 1992

1994 §305(b) sad §3-n.3(d) tnformation |
m info: .m.;m mdll 1994,

Biots. Biow

IDAPA l's._ol.mqp

mmm&ilm

1996 mb) ud 5303(6) lnfbm

§303(0) listed: wg. 7 i -
case:

Idsho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16,01.02. 100
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17050121-11

idaho's Bmﬁci’a’l Uses:‘ o
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

main st of Rattcsnake Creck: wmcmmmmmmu'smﬂmwénmmpmrmmwk
classified as & B Rosgen strese m-mmm«wwmmby o

RMMIMWMMM»NMM mmofmwhmmel?mﬂum&mﬂw
confloescs with the Fodk Payet River. Ratiesnake forest

N&sukmmmﬁﬁy'hﬁwofwmmmm 'lhemwmmaimﬁrnynﬁm ~
fmesedimem. Dw:-to lutofdﬂeinpmmmdwwmhed,bmmeumﬂmdﬂel ;

mmmMszMWWWWMWTWMWWMMMM Mlmm\md
sampling this watct body Mmmﬁummmmﬂwﬁmwﬁlmmﬂ&nmﬂ’m o
mwyﬁoraoldmhoﬂhunﬁcmlme wmmmummwmwmmwmmmm
WamrSuMy.DomsmWmhwy.WMWMmmsmComkmummmmmmmmgﬁm
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

IDAPA 16.01.02,100 .

IDAPA 16.01.02.100

status assessment for 1996 -




ID-{7050121-12

PNRS: 703.00

Middle Fork Payette River

upstream limit: Silver Creek

&nwhsr.re.am limit: Ratttessnake Creek

Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payetie River

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303(d) Information
" assessment info; DEQ 96 WBA

§303(d) listed: yes
cause: sediment

, . . Do Agricultural Cold Water Warm Witer Satmonid Pritmary Secandary
s bt S, |G, LS o mzo (e
stams gssessment for 1998
1998 Sab-basin Assessment Information
§303() listed: yes ' IMDL status: No TMDL planaed
cause: agdinent ' . .
Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Downesiic Agriculurd | Cold Waer Warra Watr | Salmenid Primary Secondary

- IDAPA 16.01.02.100 .. Water Supply | Wedor Supply | Blow . o | Bl Spaeaing Cortact Contact
sub-basin assessment satus, Full Full Fuil Full Fall Full
. Lo Support Support Sopport Support Suppart i Swpport
Reeommended Deslgnations for Idaho Water Quality Standards
Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Do Apiodurd | ColdWaer | WamWaw | Sumonit Priveary Saendary
Designated Beneficisl Uses for no yes yes no yes* yes no**
ID-17050621-12;

* Jimit to P. williamsoni and O. mykiss ** secondary unnecessary when primary is designated

Notes: [D-17050121-12 Middle Fork Payette River

This water body inciudes the segment ﬁfﬂ'l.e Middle Fork Payette River from Rattlesnake CreeX to Silver Creek. Trail Creck and Six-Mile
Creek are also tributacies included in this waterbody. The Middle Fork Payette River is a fourth crder stream and classified as 2 C2 Rosgen
stream type. The bed and banks arc dominated by bouider with occasional gravel and sand. This segment is a continuation of canyon
morphology fnrshe Middle Fork Plyette River.

This scynmtof the Middle Fork Payette River lies e:mrely within the Boisc National Forest. The town of Crouch is located approximately 17
miles downstream from the confluence with the Rantlesnake Creek. Trail Creck forest campground is located along this segment of the river.
Forest service road 698 paralicls the river and forest service road 670 forms a “T™ across the Middle Fork Payene Rwer from Silver Creek
FOIHI.MGTI be;msmhe mmuhomelCreek.

Thssmentofﬂmmddle?ork Payme River was first monitored by DEQ on Juiy 20, 1994 Two sitcs exist mm:ssegmenz

Sitc ID Location MRt H
S4SWIRDA43 just upstream from Rattlesnake CG 499 72
95SWIROC27 0.9 miles above Rattiesnake CG 3.85% 90

The fish population has been surveyed by the Boise Nationa! Forest {1993} using their aquatic survey database. The results were a5 follows:
Mile 19.5, 1/4-8in Rainbow Trout, 1A0-4in 1/4-8in Whitefish; Mile 20.5, 1/0-4in Rainbow Trout, 1/0-din Whitefish,

BURP lmnitoﬂ.ng found the stream bea to be predominandy cobble followed by small bouliders and sand.
This segment SF the Middle Fork Payette River is currently appropriats for and utilized by three species of native salmonid fishes, Whitefish (P.

williamsoni}, redband trout (Oncorkynchus mykiss), and bull trout (Safvelinus confluentus). Redband trout use this stream and may be more
abundant, year round, if habitat complexity increased. It is essential that Bull trout be able to better utilize this scgment for migration to the -
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

_ Siiver Creck

ID-17050121-13

lnlhbleforunehsalﬁﬂl
water bodies

Idaba's Beneficial Usés: ,'- :
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 .

Idaho's Beneficial Uses: -
mus.owz 100 .

m_m for 1952

1994 §305(b) llld §303(d) lnﬁ}rmatlon

§303(d) twdm mm uumme.mmllm &

cme 1“' a I )

Ldaho's Beneficial Uses: Secoadary F

IDAPA 16.01.02100 Contmt )

g

§303(d) lm&t 5o "
. dl

Idaho's Beneficiat Uses:

IDAPA 16.01.02.100 .

status assessment for 1996 e
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

. dmmlywnhmﬁmtmieem deercmtm smivmtyomdmmshwd
0 L nlmmmu}mmmwymmmmmmmmmm
puch is Is | appeoximately tweaty miles dowastream from the condluence with the Middie Fork Payette River. Forest

' ‘_jwmwmmmnemwummmmmmﬁwmmm “This road crosses

ﬂwﬁshpopulﬂonwswmyedmhﬂyzd 1996 by the D:puunentofF:sh&Glme The results were two age classes of wild eeinbow trout

Boise Nationat Forest Aquauc Surveys have found: \
1993, Mile 6, 4%-fiin 1/8-12in Rainbow Trout, 3/0-4in 1/4-8in Brook Trout

1994, Miie 0. 3/0-4in 1/8-12in Rainbow Trout, 1/4-8in Whitefish

1994, Mile 3, 3/0-4in 1/3-12in Rainbow Trowt, 2/4-8in Brook Trout

1994, Mile 4, 3/0u4in 1/8-12in Rainbow Trout, 1/0-4in 1/4-8in Brook Trout
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Aquatic insects znd other macroinvertebrates also inhabit this s:gment The sample is by no mcans definitive but it does give us ¥ good igeaof
the condition of the aguatic insect community, and fmm that the mlauve sutus of the wmr uaity. The collected msects werq of an .

usemblage tha! genﬂ:liy indicates good watcr_gua,my

: f ane
Tluslrmectwasdomhmdhynfﬂcs,mdmpmiswmfounddunngmmBURPmommng “Fo "'mg‘ﬂwBURP X
isn’t counted uniess it is at least half of the streamn width. Silver Cresk .nmusewmumadeupormmymﬂwpocwbo_&um

Habmusavmlablcmdlooksgood evenﬂwugh:tdoem tshowupinﬂwDEQhame s::mthmksml

As far as it is known, this wnlcr ‘body is free of water coll.ml.n mntammaunn. wptmg Ingh tevels Gfe‘fﬂll driven

mtdwfmdhnwmkmdedsedinm&npairsbeueﬁm!m msumgradwmdounmallowfonlgmfmlm fine | ;
o} inthe 7
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sampling this water body. Based on current assessment protocols, observation, mdjudgmnﬂlkmmﬁllgmm“ﬁdl
category for cold water biote beneficial use. Salmonid spawning is occurring and is alsa in the “full support” statuy category.
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Pavette River

map code:

prodesnot  This water body is:
v o aeetied !

Idaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

1996 §305(5) and §303(d) Information
‘§303(d) listed: n i
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Peace Creek

ID-17050121-14

1998 Dﬂm §305(b) and §303(d) lnformntmn E

K asxesmem mfo

§303(d) llstl:d Ro

Idaho's Bengfici Uacs:
IDAPA 16.01.62.100

Watm Supply  § Wats Supply

status assessment for 1998 S

1998 Snb-bum Amment Infornutio;:

ssos{d} mm o

Designated |
ID-17050121-14;

'ﬁmmammsm neonduyuumywhenpmmudesw

Notes: m-msoxzx !4PeaueCmek -

Thuwmbodymdudes?eaumekﬁnmiuhmmnwﬂnmﬂmmms:wcm ValleyCreekruﬁhﬂuytmhemm‘smof
Peace Creek siong with several unnamed tributaries. Pcmauklsnﬁlndordnmﬁnmﬂiemﬂmms:lm&ukwls
headwmaﬂsdmﬁedasaBSRmmtypemusmom P _ S

m .
NPECO nx
94PECI ma
S4PEC2 na
93PECG 772883
9IPECI 72843
93PEC2 772893
9SPEC1 82445

;ouw&éf&;)
Eaﬁoaa;\c'm
oa.o.aaeo—-'r;
qo&-\ocouqé'

A=Rainbow Trout 0-tin B
B= Rainbow Trout 4-8in - e
C= Rainbow Tpout 5-12in 5 : : ooy
D= Brook Trout G-gin ' g
£ = Brook Trout 4-8in

F = Brook Trout 8-12in
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17056121-15

map code: ﬂapcnd:snot: Thlswaterbodyis

available for waclassified
water bodies e
idaho's Beneficial Usés:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

Unduutled -

DeagnmdﬂmefmdUsesmrmmwm
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e e . g s e s
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

1D-17050121-18 7,

IDAPA 16.01.02.100

status asscsseient for 1998

nkmhdymdeﬂow&ﬁmnmmmmmmmm Cabh:Cm:k.EggersCmek. Ucon Creek and
Lang Fork are tributaties to the maim stem of Sitver Creck along with several unnamed tributaries. Silver Creek it a thind order stream from the
mmmymmmmmmmmsmMmmmw The chanael bed is dominated

The upper : ﬁsmﬂywﬁhinmwmm mwdmmsbmdmmmlymmks
mmmmmmmmmm Foms«mnmm puﬂldsSdmmd;muUmquk

Uppesm{-lrcmkaﬁm . mbynmpmmme Bugymnnﬁ:g"m_u, 1993.
SR CohMEL HL '
SISWIRO20 jusrds. mmm 4.55 NA ¥
9ISWIRO2 justus fomPeaceCreek 435 NA

mmmm“wdmmyu l%WHwDe;mofFiﬁl&Gwm leresultsmmmageclasusofmrdmnbow
trout (32 fish) and 25 Brook Trout. -

Thefollowmg:sﬂ:eﬁshdmmwdedbyBoiseNumulFmst .
™ T ~a

ID  DATE A 8 ¢ D E F 6 H I
93SLV6 72793 4 -0 1 0 o 0 0 3 1
9ISLV? 772793 2 1 5 1 L 7 3 4 8



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

935LVE 12793
9ISLVY 7728/93
93SLVID 7/28/93
93ISLVIL 728093
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A = Rainbow Trout 0-4in.

B = Rainbow Trout 4-8in,

€ = Rainbow. Trout 8-12in,

D = Rainbow Trout »12in. .
E = Cufthroat Trout 0-3in.
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17650121-16 . Middle Fork Payetts River

Carrent Classification

Idaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.92.100

Designated Bencficial Uses for this waier

L -”nt--‘
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IDAPA 16.01.62.100
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Sub-basin dssessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payeite River

1705012116 Middle Fork Payette River -

sirveyed by the Boise National Forest (1993) using their aquatic survey database, The results weee 4 reduced
rainbow trout popolation and no bull trout. Additional IDEG fish survey information from July 22, 23 and 24, 1996 is as follows:
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Meimum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Dm'!y Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

— . ID=17050 e i Bull Creek . upsmn-"m't hﬂdwﬂm

EFEY

“"I
st
L WWWMWMMMMMWMMMMMﬁﬁBWWFMMW Sixteen-to-one Creek and
: : Onctaii Creek are tributarics to the main stem of Bull Creck slong with several unnamed tributaries. MiCmekuamudordersum&omdw
- conﬂmc' ammmmmsmwaaﬁummmmmw
D B -~ ¢ D
9IBULD 0 0 0
_ 93BULL 2 0 0
- 93BUL2S 1 o 0
93BUL3.S 3 0 [
93BULA.S 1 0 0
9IBULSS 0 1 0
- BBULES 0 0 ¢ -
93BUL7.5? ) 0 0
93BULL.S 0 2 0
93BUL9S 0 0 [}
" 93BULLC.S 0 0 "
93BUL11 m;& 3z 0 3 )
. 93BULIZ - 0 0 I
i A = Rainbow Trout 0-4in
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

B = Rainbow Trout 4-Bin.
€ = Bull Tmut (Hm
D =

theMmsMnmaﬂyhghsedmﬂMlsmdmmemmm

: 'h‘?ighkveisofsxevemdnmsuspende&qedm uu

e’

As far a5 it is known, this water body s &eco!‘wmmulunm contamination, excepting
not clear if and how this suspénded sediment impairs beneficiat uses. Themmmdwmdbwfwmlﬁqmdwhhnofﬁw-

sediment. Dwmahnkofwbmhﬁemmmofmembmmﬂmﬂdbcm EX

aneﬁcmmonm%x%MyWWWmmrTmMmmhwmhuMmed&md '
sampling this water bady. Bmdmmmmmmmmmwmwm&e"ﬁuw;m '
category fixr cold water biota beneficlal e, Saimonid spawning is oconrring and s aiso in the “full support” statiss CHAESCy. AR a5
Water Supply, Domestic Water Supply, WmeBmmsmcmx:mmmmmmdmre&@mdmR 4
havemtbemm&mymm“mme“ﬁmwrf'memsmltuﬁsnummﬁmwkm%
water colamn miiy 3 h@hlﬂ@soﬂw saspmdadsedlmem, nisnotdexifamdhoﬁmnmpendedsuﬁmmt
taliow . of fine scdi tack of dev

- i
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m info: 1o water bndmmm lmma)mm

™ an
Water Sapply




Sub-hasin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17050121-18 Middle Fork Payette River

P lisedise

Idaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

status asscssment for 1998

mmmmmwwmmrmmmmmmhum Foolcmﬁﬁr.mcm:mm
oﬂytwomedmhmmmw mm_mﬁmmemmmmmﬂ Rosggen 1Type &t

mmmormmmmfmmwlmmy ' e N “There is no developeent pa‘im
predominanty unroaded. memmp?ﬂmmhnmﬁmhmhrwmmmm Fomtmﬁﬁmdn

Thefollowmgsﬁeﬁshdmmvidedbyﬂmseblmmul?mt
ID - "DATE A

_ . ‘DA B ¢ b
94MFP45.S -~ ma 0 0 ¢ 0
9IMFP&2S " ma 12 4 0 2
93IMFP43  m _ 0 1 0 0
93MFP44.5 na 0 0 { 5

T

3

S oty

P

5



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middie Fork Payette River




ID-17050121-19

Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

_ Scriver Creek

s upstream limit: Middle Fork Scriv

Cnrl'int’

map code: nup :ud:s not  This water hody is: Uncl.miﬁed
availsbie for ulc!uliﬂeﬂ _

water bodies

Idaho's Bengficial Uiscs:
IDAPA 16 01,02.100

1992 mt)m sm(aa lnﬁmﬂu
Wﬂlmim
Couse: ’
IDAPA 1601.02.100° . -
status asecssment for 1992
1994 §305(b) and §303(d) lnfarlmtmn
§303(d)lmd.yu assessment infa: -nmbﬁmm:m 1994. 31!3((!}
cause: seciment Forest analysis.
[daho's Beneftcial Uses: - Dompstic Agrioiural Cold Water ~ ¥ Wam Waer
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Water Sapply | Waner Sopply Biom Biorm
status gssesamcnt for 1994 B
1996 §305(b) and §3a3(d) Information
$303(d) listed: yes assessment info: lnnurbodm;mdmlm Mdimummmmmm
causc: sediment Forest analysis.
Idaho's Beneficial Uses: Domeai gricul Cold Waeer = | Warm Wser
TDAPA 16.01.02.160 Water Sopply Waner Supply Biota Biota
status assessment for 1996
N

AS4
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

IDAPA 16.01 02.[00

- ,x\:?\’?\t

§303(d) listed: yu
cagsc: sediment

ldaho's Beneficial Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

assegsment info: mu:erbndluamulll

Forest analysis.

Domegtic
W Supply

Agricultural
Waer Supply

statas assesapwe for 1996

AS7



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17950121-20

Scriver Creek

upstream lurm hendwnrers _

downstream Iim:t Mlddle Fork Scrw ‘Creek

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303(d) Informatien

§303(d) Imecll "o
cause: delhﬂng propmed

[daha's Beneﬁczai Uses:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100

assessment info:

Wter Supply

Water Supply

status assessmeat for 1998

1998 Suh-buiu Assmmut lnl‘omntion

§303(d)|m . TMDL stams:
Hisho's Benefcial e Apiond & Cold W Ve Waser.
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 E Water Supgly | Biom Bl
sub-basin assessment stamy - Full
- : e Support

Racammended Delignatmu for Idaho Water Quality Standards
Idlbo'sBmeﬁchlUses Do | Aot | Colt W | Warm s
Designated Beneficial Uses for [ 1] Do yes no
ID-£7050121-20: :
* secondary unnecessary when primary is designated

ID-17050121-20 Scriver Creek

This water body includes Scriver Creck from its headwaters 1o the Middie Fork Seriver Creek. neumMMMmﬁé.mdﬂn
of Scriver Creek, Middle Fork, West Fork and Bear Wallow Creek. SmqukuamMmdummeﬁddeF«kSmurkam

ucls:iﬁedaanm;mmm:e The bed and banks are dominated bry cobble followed by gravel, boulders and sand.

Tbem:hedncludumandfmmmulm Thre town of Cronch is locsted five miles dovenstream from the confluence of Scriver Creek

mmmmmm mmwmmmmammmmmmdmmmmnm -

oﬂhlsmbody'

Theumpmofmmekhumbemnmmdbymiq.

mtouuwmgstbeﬁshdmmdedbyﬁossehfmm

SITE . ..DATE A. B
94WSCRO? na 1 1
94WSCR1? na 5 0
A=Rainbow trout 04 in.

B=Rainbow trout 4-8 in.

C=Brook trout 0:4 ip.

D=Brook tron'*l in.

C
6
8

D
0
4

As far as it is known, this walcr body is free of water column contamination, excepting high levels of event driven suspended sediment, it is not
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Ddit'y Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ID-17050121-19

Thummwmmcmkﬁmmmmmcmmummpmmm ’me:emwvmlmmmhnmum
memmwwmmmmmmmmmw Mﬂ%kammmm&em

D DA'I‘E A B c D
S4SCR6 ma is 10 9 15
94SCR7 na 6 - 4 23 5

P4SCRE nz . 4 1 3 §
S4SCRY? n3.p pc, 3 H 0 0
A=Rainbow trout 0-4 in

B=Rainbow trout 4-8 in.

AS55



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

C=Brook trout 0-4-in,
D=Brook trant 4-§ in, _

Thellabmtmﬂmsegman good tion '
frequent. PoolsmakeumahomZS%aflhcsuuanduremunderdomnmdbynmcs

As far as it is known, this water bady ls froé of water colaion mmmm.on,"mepmg high levels of evert driven suspended sediment ftis not
clear if and how this susperded sediment impairs bepeficial uses. The stream gradient docs not atlow for signi cant deposition of fine sediment
Dtulbalackofdwelopmﬂmtheupperwnchesnfﬂmmbm-mm:hmﬂdbelow -

SRR
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

ignificant deposition of fm:.s?ﬂimt-

Designated Speciai Resowrce Water:

IDAPA 16.01.02.95: no

.. i '} Contact
B T
"i o
Secomdmy
Contact
Rucroution
. Dommtic Agricubural Cold Water Warm Wter Salmonid Primary Secondary
1994 §305(0) and §383(d) Information
$303(d) lisied: nn
cause:
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 Spawniog | Commt —
. status assessment for 1994
1996 §305(b) and §303(d) Information
§303(d) listed: no " assessment info: no water bodies asseased in 1996.
CRSE oy : :
AS9
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L1

1daho's Beseficlal Uises:
[DAPA 16.01.02.100

status assessment for 1996
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payer}e River

ID-1705012121  Middie Fork Scriver Creek

1998 Draft §305(b) and §303(d) Information

§303(d) listed: a0 mssessment info:

e ‘ s
IDAPA 16.01.02.100 . W Supply  } Woter Suppiy
status assessment for 1998

/1998 Sub-basin Assessment Information -

ID-1708012128:

Notes: IDd?OSGfZl«zl Miﬂe Fod: SﬂwerCn:k

MWMMMMSMCMMmMMmSWuCH Mnmﬁmﬂrﬁmmﬂnm
Fork Scriver Creek. - Middle Fork Scriver Creek is 2 mndcshmmdlsclamﬁedasannmmm mbedmdbmlrs:e
dmmdhynm hﬂowedbypwd.lmldmmdund.

mmmmmmmm The town of Crouch is located five miles downstream from the conflusnce of Scriver Creek
mu_mmmm Forest Service Road €95 crosses the creck in tiic upper part of the watcrshed.

mmhuwwwwwww

B C D
12 -2 3
14 0 0

C=Brook toat 0-4 in.
D=Brook trout 4-8 in.

A&&uituknown.mnmhudyuﬁ:eeofmmlmmmmexmhnghkwkofwuudnmmmddudm It is not
m&wmmwmmmdm Thmwmdoamdhwformrﬁmmmouofﬁmmdmm
hmmmefmembmammddbem

Mmmmldmbo: mewwhmmhmwbymymwmﬁmmumbody Basedmthetack
ofdevdopnuﬁaﬁummmdmwwsbedmmerelm:dmm:meofﬁshmnsldﬂmgdtemzeof!hemmmumﬁﬂlymm
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Man'muﬁt Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

cold waler _l:iou_u_a beneficial use.

Ag2



Sub-basin Assessment and Totat Macimum Dady Load for the Middle F ork Payette River

Mgeliveryofmseandﬁne' . :;nmﬁmnﬁequmtmwasm&on
cf ﬁ#channelgeomeuybyshaﬁowmgmdw:deningm A&dmonaﬂy,the

éccommodate these ongoing sed:ment loads hy widening and shallowing.
2 as the sediment load increases over a long period, the channe}
: m_ order to accommodate (1 e., transport) tlns sedxment load

30
o

The load capm'f and al'locatlons pmposed for the Middle Fork Payette River wtthm this TMDL are based

B1



Sub-ba.ﬂ'n Assessmert and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

on the results of an analysis of reach transport capacity. This anaiysas utilizes the current reach geometry
charactéristics, estimated background sedlmcnt levels from BoiSed, the Parker Trans)port Capacity <+
Equatlon and 2 sediment transport ¢oef¥i caent. Essentaeﬂy, background sedsment fates atv-e___ stim i
BoiSed; the amount of sediment transported to a stream from: ‘an uy ' lated u: ;
sediment delivery coefficient; and. ihe lmnsport capac:ty and at e of ¢ po of!
Middle Fork Fayetbe Rwer is estimated using the Parker Transport Capaclty Equatlon ghe rate | of -
sediment d,eposxtgon was then increased  until the rate of depos:t; on wi 1L Was )
estlmamd backgmund deposmon rates.” . _

2. Background Sed:ment Load RIS

Natural and management induced sediments’ ‘sources in ! the Mlddle Fork Payette River havé been studned
by numerous individuals and agencies.  The climatic, hydrologic, geologic, soils, vegetation and landform
characteristics of this watershed are the cause of naturally high erosion rates (Reinig et 4l £1991; ﬁ!M 3
1986; Megahan and Ketcheson, 1996 USDA, 1976). Historic and present !and use have mcreased eroswn ’
rates and sediment yield, and causedexcess sedunentatmn of the n fver. " ;

hes an active s‘tream cbannel there are a variety of hydrologic processes that store or' -

Oliée
: trwsponm ¢ dowpestream, Sediment storage and transport are 2 function of sediment ¢haracteristics.

(e.g. in size distribution and fall vefoc:ty), channel energy dissipation (i.e., rou ), reach
slope, and ﬂow level. When the sediment i input is increased within a stream system an overall decrease in
the rhean particle size or a ‘widening and shallowmg of the channel geometry oceurs due to the change in

the sediment tray capacity of a reach

itation. & mlt, and flood events. In the Middle Fork Payette River, nawtm' ! sou""
that resuls from bank erosion and channel degradaﬂoa appear to be low re!atwe to hrllsl

Land mw thhm the Mnddle Fork Payetne vaer sub-basm have evafuawd background and :
management related érosion rates through the ise of models. Two of these include BoiSed (Reamgeta!
1991) and SedMod (Boise Cascade, 1998). Background erosion rates in BoiSed are based on-erosion rates
measured during a long’term study within the Silver Creek drainage of the Middle Fork Payette River
basin. These baekgmmnd rates include sediment inputs from hlllslope creep, landshdes, and other emsnon
_ mechanf ' gx'esea;m;dermlforestedemﬁmonscrable Ij _

B2



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load Jor the Middle Fork Payette River

g two-year flow. A two-year flow Pﬁdﬂmge arca reiatlomh:p was used to
year flow fos mmwm i :

Flow data is also avallable from a short-term monitoring study conducted by the EPA within the Middle

" Fork Psywver basm during the spring of 1998 (Fitzgerald, 1998). Flow was measured during a

bankfull storm event on March 25, 1998 These flows were piotted against the dramage area for the reach
for the foilowmg relatlonshlp :

B3



Sub-basin Assessmeﬁr and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payetie River

0= 184:'™

bt

where:

0, = Bankfull Discharge (cfs)
Ad, Dramage Area (mt’) '

Charactenstlcs used in the u-ansport capactty estlmates are presented in Table 2. The channe} geometry
dimensions used for- the two-year flow are based on measured cross-section data (IDEQa, 1998), The
channel Manning’s n was estimated using Cowen’s method at each cross-section (Chow, | 959}

.24000USGS qu?a-a ari
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Average Daily Flow (crs)
(= h [~ h [ =] L) | (=]

Figure 1: Annual Hydrograph of the Middle Fork Payette River
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Subbasin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Table 2: Reach Characteristics

w WP A R L Slope n Ay, @ Sub-Watcrshed
Reach (m) (m) (m*) (km} _ (Ha) (ems) -

Rl 16 16.9 104 0.62 129 00101 00566 198 132 UP, B, N-BB:
R2 16 163 s 0H - 1S 0.0065 ©.060 233 16.2 5-BB

R3 2 224 19.6 0.8 13.3 00087 0.055 4.40 36.7 8V, SX

R4 i3 333 131 0.57 2.7 60168 0.035 4.67 39.7 RT, N-RC

RS 25 26.1 322 1.23 72 Q0031 0035 635 58.6 BD, LT, §-RC
R& 38 394 70.5 L.79 88 00010 0035 803 7.2 SCPY

R7

27 28.2 47.5  1.68 1.7 0.8010 . 0,627 8.83 894 AN
W= Wudth.WP=WmdemA-Cmss-SectmalAmR-Hyd:mthadms.L =Length;
n = manning's n; A, = Reach Drainage Area; Q, = Two-Year Streamflow; UP = Upper Payette; B = Bull; N-BB-Nor!thdse-
Bryon; S-BB = South Bridge-Bryon; SV = Siiver; SX = Sixmile; RT = Rmiesnd:r.;N-RC = North Rocky Canyon; BD - -
Buildog; LT = Lightning; S-RC = Scuth Rocky Canyon; SC = Scriver; PY = Pyle; AN = Anderson.

4.2. Reach Sediment Transport Capacity

4.2.1 Method and Inpats
mmﬁuofmmmqmmwmcmmmmmm
background sediment levels. These background sediment levels were then increased until the rate of -
deposition within each reach was 50% above background deposition rates, Sediment transpart for bedioad
mmsthwﬁmmmhmhm@esmmmww&mw%
Wilcock et al, 1996; AndrewsandNaakmu,IQsIS) -

Tabielmtsthemoumofbwkgmd i : erosion estimated to enter the Middle Fork Payette
River (see Amount Delivered, Table 1). Iheseavmge annual sediment i inputs were partitioned into
particle size classes based on the Soil vaey of the Middle Fork P&yme Rxw Bp.sm{USDA., 1976)

Beginning in the uppennostreach (Reuch l), background sedunent mw&smed formhofthe
contributing sub-watersheds and routed through the reach. Those sediments that were shown to be output
at the bottom of the first reach were then routed to the second reach as primary input. Tributary .= -
mmmmmmmwmmmmmmmmw
within the second reach and routed to the third seach. This pattern (i.e., adding the sediment routed:down
ﬁmupwmhﬁm&emhmwm&emhyabwmmmmmummmme
the next reach) was continued down until the confluence with the South Fork Payette River. Sediment
input from the sub-watersheds was then increased until the deposition rate within each reach was 50%
above the deposition rate during background input levels.

Certain inputs and results of the sediment transport capacity model were checked for each reach in order to
determine how well the inputs and model fit within the Middle Fork Payette River system. These included
a check on the channe! geometry during the two-year flow, and a check on the observed verses the
predicted medium particle size (i.e., D50) for the reach. The results of these checks are presented in Table
3.
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Sub-basm A.ﬂes:mmand Totai Maximum Daily Lmd  for the Middle Fork Payette River

Table 3: Parker Transpozt Capacity Model Input and Reach Medium Size Pasticle Check

Two-Yr Two-Yr Percent Medium Medium

Flow (cfs) Flow (cfs) Difference  Particle Size (mm) - Particle Size (mm) -
Reach (Provided)* (Pred:cted)” in Flow (%) - {Observed) - (Bkgrd) ' (Target)
RI 132 115 -3 0 68 77 .75
RZ 162 122 25 .- - 68 54 52
R3 367 30.5 -17 97 © 93 90
R4 429 479 12 119 116 113
RS 586 58.8 6 33 41 40 -
R6 792 93.9 9 5 18 17 s
R7 894 79.2 12 - 8 16~ 15 W
*Based on Fitzgerald, 1998b - | | D L

**Based on the Manning’s Equation for the Qz channel cross-section (chhards, 1982; IDEQa, 1998). -
4.2.2. Model Application and Assumptions -
The Parker bedload equation is used in the Middle Fork Payette Rlver TMDL loadlnf analysis to dwel SR
an allowable rate of deposition above tickground. This mode} is an' empirical model developed on :
streams with gravel substrates. Validation studies of the Parker motiet have been conducted in the Seirra
betholith streams (Andrews and Nankervis, 1995). Because the Middle Fork Payette River is dominated
by gravel size substrate in the lower reaches (i.0., D30 = Smmm}mmm\mﬁmm
determmed to be appropriate. Assumptions used in the current applicition are as follows: '

s Smdyandmnfomﬁowmiﬁmsit%mkfullmgemthemM(w,chli
forming) fow..

e Chmmblfomss,sicpe,mdmnmymumfomalongemhofﬂwdwmdmchu

. The sediment particle size distribution entering the tributaries amd the Middle Fork Payette Riveris
unﬁ’mmﬂmughmﬂ:ewb-basm

4.2.3 Reaeh Transpert Capacity Results
Tab1e4mmmmmﬁmmnmnqmmmmmmmmmmmm
Middle Fork Payette River into the target erosion rate from hi h'ﬂsiepemanqementwtmﬁm. Table 5 lists
meMMWMMm“pmmbmwm%meﬁfthub
watershed. -
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

duriy .-avmge'cilmatwconditionsand,ﬂ:ere donotpmvnde
ioadbemgrontedbyﬂwm Thecumntsedlmentioadestun&tesforboﬂzSedModanquWSedm
presented in 'I'ables6 7,8, andg - ' o

.

. ': -

NG
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Upper Payette

Silver

Sixmile
Rattlesnake -
- Rocky Canyon
Bulldog =~
Lightning
Scriver.

387.3; 426.9
385.4;424.8

8.6;108.7

LA
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

09:1333 - . "'"1"100 12216
. 1044.7; 11516 1809.3; 19944

'$31.9,917.0"
517.4;5703

.'modeled'resum.agwmomhwmkmentfmmmtmmobmmd\wmd
within the Nﬁddls“?ork Payette River (Fitzgerald et al, 19983). This  assessment tdentxﬁdﬂmse sub-

iment yields are Ll@tmng, Big Buildog and

"__hkgly delwer the largest anth

watersheds that have snbstantml anthmpogemc sedlment ywlds are Pyle- Rocky Canyon, Bndge' and
Groundhog. The geomorphic risk assessment also identifies those watersheds with a high risk for internal
sediment problems due to an’d:ropogemc sources. These watersheds include: Andcrson, Scriver;
Lightning; Stxmnle West Fork Wet Foot; and Silver. _ .

e ‘-ﬁn

A cooperative : sedlment trend momtonng study with the EPA, IDEQ, and the USD,A Fomst Serv:ce is
currently being conducted within the Middle Fork Payette River sub-basin. The !ts of tlus ‘effort are

Bl1



Sub-basin Assessmem and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

helpful in quant:fymg streamﬂow and capturcd bedload pamcie snz:es mth:n the Mldﬁ}e Fork Payette | Rwer

Estimates of the sedlm 1oad durmg the spnng pen \A % June) at the
" indicate a load 0f 57,5 tons/ni at the conﬂuence'mth'hghmm -mek and 8%.5“&_ s/mi’ at th
the mouth Note that these data show an estlmated mcrease in bedload sedlment productmn

sedxment load as estnnated by SedMod

Table 10: Current Cumulanve Sed:ment Loads, Cumulaﬁve Management Aliowtlons, and Reqmred
Sediment Load Reductions" _

*Current load esfimmfm percm above Mgmnd based on SedMod {Boise cmgggg) 'L

Transport capacity and reach deposmon msults for the seven reaches tmder background sednnent input
levels arc presented in Table 11." Transport capacity and reach deposition results for me wven reaches
under target sediment input levels are presented in Table 12. v '

R R
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Sub-baxin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load far the Middle Fork Pavetic River

Tubly 120 Hewih | Tranoport Caprty Under Backprouwsd Condibone

AL HYTHRAULIC RIEFULTE ANU CIINTFANTE
el Width - = (mi}: ’
Sops - & (mim} .
Wotted Pervmeras - I ()

Dty of Wate - the fym*d) -

Hed Shawt Strews - Py} 0
Liwmty of Sedument ~ gho (
Show; Valooty (UEXm) -
Madine Crote Sun 450 {mm’
Porcunt of Bod « 1.4 w
Purewul of Bod x 10w
Perceat of Bod < LY mm
Perceat of Bod < 1w
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L A
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Tablw §1b. RM!MMM nwcﬂm

BEACH nmmruc mm cmmum
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Table 1 L& Teaph 3 Transpont Cupacity Undet Bacgrond Condikions

REACT HYDRAULIC BAFILYY mmu’rmu

1
i

&l

Whﬁﬁﬂl&unkm
Depth of Seonr = AR
Acceleretion of Grrvity - g (w2}
trensity of Water r tho (kgfn'd) -
Bed Shear Stress = th (Fa) *
Detuity of Sedirment - thon (ky/my]
Shear Valocity (K000}
Mudlun Grain Biss -050 t-)

favuiess-t

Percent of Bad qt'n

FARKER BOUATION m&mmt
I"-d-n .

REALYN FIZK CLARE TRAMEFORT ul.mutm
M‘mlmu- -

10E-01 mn o sz
SHBOT 1N oWw
1903 67 1003
L9807  0t0 Lag Na
BAIE-1) o0 1.006 Yo

Y.

Yu

’-”ﬂﬂl Fh e S o Yew
240801 008 0428 - . Mo
1WA NS 07T Ho
23841 . 059 0231 Y
209B.01 A 0.358 o
Ne

Ne

We

e

!

R

o b bl Gt b Bl
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Tabla 11d° Reach & Tranaport Capaity Undar Beckground C .

BEACH HYTHLATLAC RESULTS AND COMFTANTS
Channed Width - w (m) . »
Slops -8 {méim) o L LT
Wittad Porienring - F (m) S n1
Croar Section Arse to W5 - A (W'2) . . 91
HyBrodic R - R{ny. B 08t
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Table | 1n Rench 3 T ity Undar Buckground Cendition
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Tuble 11T Riach & Tranporl Cupucity Under
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Tabls 11y Rawch 7 Transport Copacily Under Packground Comditions

i
Accelenibon of (eneity ‘jm'gy_
Dhemily of Water 5 rho (kgiy)... 2 i

Medisn Grain Six 430
Percent of Bod <74 mn
Perconl of Bl “-Ww
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Table 128. Runch 1 Transport Capucity Linder Targst Conditions

RRACH HYDRAULIC RESULTE AND CONITANTS -
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payetie River

_ Table 120 Ruack 2 Trasport Cupucity Under Trogel Conditins
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middie Fork Payette River

Tublw |2d: Reech 4 Transport Copacity Under Tarpet Conditionr
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Tuble 12 Honelt § Trammport Capuaily Under Targst Conditions
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‘Tuble 13f: Rewch & Tranaport Mlﬁlﬂ:ﬂ"’ﬂlﬂm
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Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load jar the Middle Fork Payette River
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Sub-basin Asse.:sment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

Appendlx C: Response to Publlc_Comments Recewed

" Draft Middie Fork Péayette River Sub—basm:Assess nt an'a“"rMDL

The Draft Middle Fark Payette Sub—hasm Assessmem and TMDL (Draﬁ TMDL) was made avmiable
fora 45 day public comment penodwhxchextended from September 30, 1998 through November
18, 1998. CoplmoftheDmﬂTNﬂ)LwerepresentedtoﬂxeSouthWestBasmAdmsormeupand
cooperating agencies and stakeholders at their October 1st, 1998 meeting. Notices containing adraft -
document description, locations of available copies, directions for written comment submittal, IDEQ
agemycontacm,andamﬁﬁcanonofapubhcmeetmgtobeheldmCmuch,Idahowm' '
in the Idaho Statesman and the Idaho World A public meeting was held at the Garden Valley Senior
Center, Garden Valley, Idaha on Octaber ' 1

Ammldmm_mmcmmmwmmvedﬁommmagmc:esmdswkeholdm,mlms
it signied by 23 individuals fiving and working within the Mid Sub-basin.
All comments received werewwewedanﬂd:scussedbothmﬁnaﬂyandmﬂ:ﬂxecommmmpany
when possible. Comrments were received ﬁ-omthefollomng agenc:es, orgammtmns, compames
andmdmduals

* Idaho Conservation League/[da!:o vaers Umted
Intemountam F orest Industry Assocxanon
GardenVaHey Rmdents SRSICER
Herb Malany, South West Basm Adv:sory Group

mefwddlmpgﬁmls daypubhccommmtpmgd@:"'é""' JEQ.
; hmimaymtbe hatim.” Each comment is followed by 2 response
omment Was incor ____m:omeﬁwmmmmmm

Tim Hamlin, US Env:mnmental Promtmg Agency, Rmn 10 : : '

L. The target loads must be linked to water quality standards along with a demonsh-atmn on
 how these target loads will fully support beneficial uses. '

The IDEQ acknowledges that an understanding of the linkages between narraiwe water quality standards and

beneficial Uss-support is. required before beneficial use support can be achieved. However, limited or

inappropriate data, ooupled with time constraints, allowed only partial finkages to'be developed for inclusion

within the final TMDL. In order to address concems that the final TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ

Cl



Sub-basin Assessment and 'To!ai Maximum Da:’!y Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

provides madequate linkages, an additional section is mcluded which outlmes on gomg efforts to determme
current condmons and improved hnkngeswlthm the ﬁxb-basm e RN R

2. Establish measurable targets so that resppn&hk: agencacs and/or landowners mll be’ able to

" decide wheie, how and by how much to reduce sediment.
The final TMDL estabiishes hillsiope (i.c., land managerfowner) targets for the conmbutmg areas of each
impaired reach. These are presénted in'terms of a “percent above ba ™ and | ar-based on
background sediment productxon rates as estimated by BoiSe - In order to address concems that the final
TMDL submiitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate bénchmarks formgetmmment, an
additional section is included which outlines an implementation plan development strategy. ' The Watershied o
Advisory Grouip, along with designated responsible ma iggement agencies, is the Wﬂtﬂd entity requrred -
to deveiop ﬂ:e lmplementatlon Plan and 73 ensure targa anmmn&: (i £, Mciaé use suppm‘t) 3

3. Hﬂlﬁgmmwhmmngﬂ}ewdAmloadmthemgetwabowbmkgmm
Antidegredation Policy mﬂdnwdtobe

i

'._fj,_f,ﬁmmmmmmwﬁmmmmmgmmwm&e -
mummmmmmmmwwmmsmonmo"
licy asstated in IDAPA.16.01.02.051. | o

4 The TMDL lacks an ldemlﬁabie loadallocatmn : e
mmmmwmi’m130asﬂaemofﬂ1elnd:vMWastclnadAimtm(WlA)fmpmm o
sources and Load Allocation (LA) for sonpoint sources, including a margin of safen 3

background conditions, MMMLSMMNWEP&WN'--WWW 5
(i.c., for nonpoint sources), a margin of safety, mmmdmumgarmhafﬂw paired
'reachﬁmmmsofa“pmwntahwebackgmund”mdtonsiywbasedon hackground ; it producti
ratessestlmatedbyBoxSed ey .

5. 'I‘heMLneedswoons:derallavaﬂabledam, mmhas&ebactcmda&amﬂecﬂadml%?
to make status calls using the Water Body Assessment Guidance. -~ :
ThelDEQwshmdﬂnsmﬂm:s for all beneficial mwmmammemby - s
using the mcompieeewa available at the time of docw development. All water body assessments
made i submitted to myltiple agencies (e.g, USDA
on July 11, 1997 and are
_ x 11, 19§1thaz_‘ |

nommﬂmSOﬂﬂﬂOmleo]mxmoffecalcohfomatmyme Smcedm‘aﬁonandﬂeq@wyﬁfﬁw ftoria .
exceedence is unknown, and the sample collected was found Iso be thhm 12% of the cntma, nt was '

determined that this exceedence was minm'anét!wmfom wiigrade ﬂwbenefietal use o *

6. The IDEQ must assess use support pnor to removal fmm the 303(d) iasx, eg, salmomdl )
- spamming in Scriver and Anderson Creeks. -

The reason ﬁ?mxthe “Not' Assessed” support status: call for saimomd spawnmg‘bn vaer and Anderson

Creeks»ﬁmbie in ﬁmeQdacumeAnsw files. Thmmwater bodies have a rewsed assessment _ -

C2



Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load for the Middle Fork Payette River

of “Fuﬂ Support" in the ﬁnal TMDL document.

Fork Payette: Rwer ; i ki i
These data are not-available for thosa sections of the M:ddle Fork Payette chr, and thus
tomaketlusassessmembasedmbestpmfesmml 'udgemem_ The Data Ga

TMDL dlscusses these issues in more derail BER B R R s

8 Please e.xplam or- clanfy how the TMDL accounts for scasonal vanatton_ md cnncal
conditions. - . R U

The Clean Water Act Sectlon 303(d) spectﬁes that, for those wazers ldermﬁed a&wat;r quality limited, a

TMDL must be established “at & levél neceséary to implement the applicabis waté“‘qu‘ii"ahty standards with

msomlwmﬁeﬂmdama@nufsﬁaywhmtmkesmmuntmy lackofkmwledge coneernmgthat

relanonsh!p wthese si _ '

established by this TMDL are in terms of a pamt"above background of the annual udiment losd.
Fimb!mymmﬂfy the_ and aljocatio

- ‘wlnch ideatt ies both hill S!Ope dehvery and surface erosion dehvesy rates.

. crumgesw "m:heﬁn@!_

in the final TM]‘.)Q document 1o addres; ;!ns comment.

13.  Clarify monitoring by landowners, what and how do they mterpret data? -

: ChangeshavebeénmademﬂwﬁnalTM)Ldocummttoaddressﬂuscomment '

Loa

e

14.  TheT™MDL should estabhsh a ﬁamework Wh.'l(‘.'h specxﬁcally outlines the eiements that need
tobezx:alua:edbylandmanagers, These might include: surfice and ‘fluvial'erosion and mass

C3
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failure risk from proposed and existing impacts. .. .
Changes have been made in the final TMDL document to address thls comm:ni.

. Cnd szg?@ K
15. ‘The TMDL should estimate the exxstmg and potenttal sources s of sedxment in the watershed
to conceptualize the present condition of the river and establish the load reduction needed.

2 e

The IDEQ acknowledges that an understandmg of the linkages between sediment sources and the present:

condition .of the Middle Fork Payette River is required to idemify specific actions for TMDL target
attainment. In order to address concerns that the final TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides
inadequate linkages, an additional section is included which outlines on going efforts to determine current
conditions and an improved understanding of the Imkuges within the sub-basin. C

16. The TMDL needs to hst all lumtanons and assumptmns used in the loadmg a&alysm '
Changes have been made in the final TMDL document to address this comment. RPN s

17, - ‘i‘h“‘eTMD ﬁxllyexplmgthe modahngana!ymsandasamnpﬁoasan_t_iquahfyand -

. qmnﬁmaeﬁwmthmasmﬁﬁpﬁomhavemthemmyofom
Changeshavch@enmdemthcﬁml mdomantmmdmsdmmmmt

- 18.. leseexplamwhythe?mkermdelwusedfmasandbedsm o
Chmgeshavehmmadem&eﬁmIMMtwaddmssthmmmmt

ﬁﬂymﬁeqwe
Changeshavebeenmademtheﬁna!MLdoemnemw” C "ssthxscomment.

20.  Update siirface érosion estimates ﬁ'm_ SedMod to m'mm currenit coadmons o
In order to address concerns that the finial TMDL: stibmittid to the EPA | by the IDEQ provides an madequate
current condition assessment, an additional section is included which outlmes on gomg efforts to determine

current conditions within the Middle Fork: Payette River sub-basin.

David Rittenhouse, USDA Forest Service, Boise National Forest B o
.. An appropnatc &escnptxon of “exoess seduneut” and “ma;onty of roads i in poor s

necded.
: Changeshavebeenmndemﬂiefma!Mde&mentmaddressﬂnscommmt

2. Ihepmpased fmé;&dﬁmmedstobexmpmved Pool or nfﬂe monmotmg is
recommended,

The final TMDL establishes hillslope (i.¢., fand manageriowner) targets for the contnhutmg areas of each

impaired reach. Thesc are presented in terms of 2 “percent above: background” and tons/year based on

background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. In order to address ¢ eoncerns that the final

TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate benchmarks for target attainment, an

additional sect:on is included which outlmes an implementation plan development strategy
i " 8

3. Thc TMDL ne.eds an xdenuﬁah&e endpom_t for the nnplementanon of BMPs and the desired

C4
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future condition.
In order to address concerns that the final TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate
benchmarks for target attainment, an additional section is included which outlinies an implementation plan
development strategy. This section includes how Watershed Advisory Group members, along with
designated responsible management agencics, are to ensure target attainment (i.¢., beneficial use support).
These may include, but might not be limited to, identifiable endpomts and the desired future condition for
the impaired reaches within the sub-basin. . o

4, The TMDL needs to allow short term increases in sedxment for the purpose of achieving

long texm sediment reduction goals. .
ChangeshavebeenmademﬂieﬁnalMLdocumemtoaddmssﬂﬁsmment '

5. Lower elevation private land- should also be held’ wcomtable for sed:mznt mduct:ons
Changes have been madein the final TMDL ; document to address th:s t:ommem.g

6. The IDEQ should be responsible for opetation of the feedback’ loqp and related monitoring.
The IDEQ expects to continue to'be ivolved as tire Middle Fork Payette TMDL is implemented as one of -
the designated responsible agencies 2§ specified int Tdiho Code Title 39, Cliapter 36 and TDAPA 16.01.02.
Additionally, the TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ contains an added section which outlines a
suggested implementation plan development strategy. Specific feedback loops to show instream progress
towards beneficial use suppm may be mciuded in the Middle Fork Payeﬂae !mplementntlon Plan.

- Bill Love, Idaho Department of Lands . o

L. Modehngeﬁertsdon&mﬂectmmn%cm&z&omm&ewmemhed. S
IhemEQazhmiedgesﬂm:muMndhgofmemmmons|sreqmmdbefor¢spectﬁcacuons
forMngetatwnmentmﬁem&d However !thinzppmpriaﬁeda&eoup&edmﬂ:m:
constraints, aflowed only a partial stiderstanding of cirrent conditions wbenkiudedmﬂ:inﬁw finaf TMDL.
InoulertoaddressconmmﬁmtﬂwﬁnﬂMmehnmedmﬂwEPAbymelﬁEmewdesmmdequam
current conditions assessment, an additional section is included which outlmesongomg efforts to determine
current conditions within the sub-&sm :

2. TheMLdomnﬂmdeamofmmgwheﬂHmmmmmm
Theﬁnalmesmbﬁshamm(ie. land mandger/owner) targets for thie contributing ateas of each
impajred reach. These are presented in terms of a pmmabavebackgmmd"mdmnsfywbasedon _
background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. Inordertoad&'essoonoemsthatﬂuﬁnal
TMDL submitied to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate benchimarks for target attainment, an
addmonal section asmcﬁ:ded whwh outlines an implementation plan deveiopment stntegy

3. Amend TMDL to specify CWE as the tool to tdentzfy forested landscape problems. The
CWE process should also be used to design management practices to correct problems and
improve water quality. _

Changes have been made in the final TMDL document to address this comment.
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4. The TMDL should use the IDEQ beneficial use support status as the target.
The final TMDL establishes hilislope (i.e., land manager/owner) targets for the contributing areas of each
impaired reach. These are presented in terms of a “percent above background” and tons/year based on
background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. Attainment of these targets and/or full
support of beneficial uses will indicate that the TMDL has been adequately implemented. .

5. The IDL does not support the requirement that land. mgnagers and land owners be
' responsible for evaluating sediment productmn rates in terms of ‘percent above
background”. : >
The Clean Water Act Section 303(d)and 40 CFR Part 130.2 defines the polhmt load capacity for a water
quality limited water body as the maximum amount of poliution allowed at a designated time and place, This
suggests that technical assessment and load allocations that make up the load capacity must be presented in
terms of a “mass/time”, or some other method of measurement, to ensyre that the load capacity is not
exceeded. TheﬂnalTNﬂ)meposedbytheIDEQmeetsﬁwmmqumwmsbyestablmhmg sediment targets...;.
within the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin Assessment and TMDL in terms of a “percent above background”™
based on the bankfull discharge from the Middle Fork Payette River resolved into an estimated annual |
background and eurrent annual sediment losd. This means that the allocations established by this TMDL .
are in terms of a pmmn; above I:nckgromﬂ of the anaual sediment load, -

6. Rcammblcmnameofmnpomtsommducuomﬁomthwmmsmmblehecw
l)thesourccshavemtbeenadequamly identified, 2) description of the actual amounts of
the sediment pollutant is lacking, and 3) no waylsldennﬁedtomeasurewhetherthe
pollutant is being reduced.

The final TMDL establishes hillslope (i.e., land managﬂiaww)mggtsforﬁbgcmmhmagmnfmh :

impaired reach. 'lhesemmsen;ed mmsofa“pucentabwemnd and tonsfyear based on

background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. In order to address concems that the final

TMDwamﬂedwweEPAbytheIBEQwvmwmksforu!setamument,an

addmonal section is mcluded\ybmhouthnesanmplememwpnplmdevelopmentm _

7. Sediment targets for Pyle and ScriverCreeksub-watershedsamnotmmble,

The final Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin Assessment and TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ
specifies load capacities, target nonpoint management load allocations, margin of safety, and background
loads for each of the contributing areas to the impacted reaches only. This reflects a change between the
dmﬁMLandtﬁcﬁnalmﬁf)me By providing targets in terms of a “percent above background”
cumulatively for each of the impaired reaches only, the sediment targets for Pyle and Scriver Creek sub- -
watemhedsaretoheexa;nmedmmhmmcn with other areas and tributaries which contribute sediment
to the impaired reaches. Because these allocations are for the entire contributing area of each of the impaired
reaches, the IDEQ expécts the issue of sediment management for each land use within each contributing area
to be resolved in a cooperative manner during the unplementatwn phase of the ﬁnal Middle Fork Payette
Sub-basin Assessment and TMDL.

8. Itis unrcasonable to expect land rnanagcment agencles to adjust their activities for annual
. weather patterns. '
The Clean Water Act Section 303(d) specifies that, for those waters identified as water qua.hty limited, 2
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TMDL must be established “at a level necessary to implement the applicable water quality standards with
seasonal variations and a margin of safety which takes into account any tack of knowledge conceming that
relationship between...these... limitations and water quality” (emphasis added). The final TMDL proposed
by the IDEQ meets these requirements by establishing sediment targets in terms of a “percent above
background” based on the bankfullt discharge from the Middle Fork Payette River resolved into ‘an
estimated annual background and current annual sediment Josd. This means that the allocations
established b}’ this 'IMDL are iﬂ. ms Of a percent abow background- of the annual sediment Joad,
Flexibility to quantify the oad capacity and allocations in annual verses daily sediment loads is provided
tn 40 CFR Part 130.2(i). Note that the Middle Fork Payette River is an vnregulated system, flows occur
according to seasonal patierns and annual variations. Therefore, the ansual aflocations established reflect -
the Middle Fork Payette seasonal patterms and annual variations due to the flexibility inherent in evaluating
the sediment yield In terms of a “percent above background”, . _

9. Additional specific commients on the draft Problem Assessment and TMDL for the Middle
Fork Payette.’ S _ ,
Changes have been made in the final TMDL dacument to address these comments.

Scot Grunder, Idaho Department of Fish and Game S

I Empirical evidence to support the statement that the curvent sediment load within the basin
is a result of recent landstide activity needs to be included.

Changes have been made in the final TMDL document to address this comment.

2. The TMDL needs o clearly separaie out hatchery stocks of eisbow trout from indigenous
, Chmgeshauebemmadeia!heﬁndmdocmmmad&m-thﬁ_Gmnmm | |
3. The TMDL niceds to state how habitat improvements will be documented if there are 1o

plans t0 measure sediment load changes in specific stream habxtat features (¢.g., pools,

spawning gravels, etc.). ' o :
The final TMDL establishes hillslope (i.e., land managerfowner) targe ts for the contributing areas of each
impaired reach. These are presented in terms of 2 “percent above background” and tonsfyesr based on

background sediment production rates 2 estimated by BoiSed. Aainment of these targets and/or full
support of beneficial yses will indicate that the TMDL has been adequately implemented, In order to
address concerns that the final TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate benchmarks
for target attainment, an additiona! section is included which outlines an'implementation plan development
strategy. : , |

4. ThesomcesofscdimeMmustbeMmagedmdaﬂeswdﬁmLarﬁﬁpialhabimm'
should only occur as a last resort.

The final TMDL establishes hillslope (i.e., land manager/owner) targets for the contributing areas of each

impaired reach. These are présented in terms of a “percent above background™ and tons/year based on

background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. An additional section in the final TMDL

includes how Watershed Advisory Group members, afong with designated résponsible management agencies,
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are to ensure target attainment (i.c., beneficial use support), The IDEQ expects the issue of sediment

management and beneficial use attainment to be resolved in a cooperative manner during the lmplemmtahon '

phase ofthe final Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin Assessment and TMDL

5. Pomt out in Append1x A that, while there are factors xﬂ'ecung fish populations other than
habitat (e.g., exotic fish species, Joss of anadromous fish, and hatchery stockings), the native
ﬁshspecxescanmmﬂmnhokdﬂlelrownagmnﬂexouc brook trout if habitat is intact.
Changes have been made in the final TMDL @ecmm to address thls comment.

Scott Brown, Idaho Conservanon League; Marti Bridges, Idaho Rivers United
. mﬁakmesfabhshmybemmnmksbywhmhmmarkpmgmssmwardﬁlﬂymppomng
beneficial uses.

The final TMDL establishes hillslope (i.c., land manager/owner) targets for the contributing areas of each

impaired reach. These are presented in terms of a “percent sbove background™ and tons/year based on

background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. In order to address concemns that the final . .
TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate benchmarks for target attainment, an o

additional section is included which outlines an :mplementatxon p;an develqpment strategy.

2. Adopﬂonofsteammmpholowgo«dsmtbepmp«apmmuhmndﬂmssingumammtymm
sediment loading.

The Clean Water Act Section 303(d) mgﬂesﬂmt, for those waters identified as water quality limited, a

TMDL maust be established “at a level necessary to implement the applicable water quality standards with
scasonal variations and a:margin of safety which takes into account any lack of knowledge conicerning that
relationship between...these... limitations and water quality”, 'IhefmalMmeposedbytheiBEQrﬁeéﬁs
these requirements by establishing sediment targets jn terms of a “percent above backgroand”
bankfull discharge from the Middle Fork Payette River resolved into an estimated annuaj backeround and
current annual sediment load. mummwammmmememwf
a percent above backgromd of the annual sediment Joad. Flexibility to quantify the load capacity and
aliocations in annual verses daily sediment loads is prov:ded in 40 CFR Part 130.2(i). The final TMDL
includes an added section which outlines an implementation plan development strategy. This section
mlmmwmwAwmmmmmm&mmmhmmtm
are to ensure target aitaiiment (i.c., bencﬁclalusemppon). “Target astainment may include specific feedback
loopsand/ér mermmpﬁologygoaismshowmstrm progress towards beneficial usesuppm.

3. MLdoesnmwmblwhalmkbeMemupﬂommmgmtgeﬂsmddomeam :

beneficial use impairment.
In order to address concerns that the final TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate

linkages, an additional section is included which outlines on going efforts to determine current eqnémons_ _

and Improved linkages within the sub-basin.

4. A feedback mechamm mvolvmg number of pools per mile in the lower reach of the river

is needed to detennme progress. towards beneficial use support. - :
The final TMDL includes an added section which outlines an implementation plan dewlopment strategy.
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This section includes how Watershed Advisory Group members, along with- designdted responsible
management agencies, are to ensiure target attainment (i.c., beneficial use support). Target attainment may -
include specific feedback laops and/or river morphology goals to show instream progress towards beneficial
use suppori.

5. River morphology must be considered to improve sediment impairment of the river.
The final TMDL establishes hillslope (i.e., land managerfowner) targets for the contributing areas of each
impaired reach. These are presented in terms of a “percent above background” and tons/year based on
background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. In order to address concerns that the final
TMDL suhm:ﬁedtaﬂleEPA byﬁielDEQprondes inadequate ‘benchmarks for target attainment; an -
is I lementation plan development strategy. - The Watershed
t agencies, is the designated entity required
develop the Implementatmn Plan-and to ensure mrget atlmnment(; e., beneficial use support)

6. Clearly define, explain, and seek to fill data gaps.
An additional mwaﬁedmthaﬁmllMDL&ommmﬂmamemdmlmmmﬂmpm

" development strategy.. This section also includes on going efforts to-provide-an-impeoved understanding-of -+ -
current conditions, fill data gaps, and provide information requised for hnpleMn»Pim development. . -

7. Utllization of BURP monitoring on a very few stations is a weakness.
The IDEQ utilized a total of fifteen BURP monitoring stations within the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin.
ThnsnumhsrofBURPmmmmmmnmﬁmwmmM&

8. mmmmwammbmwﬁammmmmmu
TheIDEQexpecistocontmuetobcw@lwdasithaddkakPaWMmunp&mmtedasoneof
the designated responsible agencies as specified in Idaho Code Title 39, Chapter 36 and IDAPA 16.01.02.
Add:t:onally,MMWMM&QHAWNWWNMWW which outlines an
implementation plan development strategy. - Specific activities associated with implementing the final TMDL
mmmgbmﬁcmeWWmthmwMMMPammmmmm
Plan. The Watershed Advisory Group, along with designated responsible management agencies, is the
dem@amdmmym@mmdmhpmmﬂwwwmmmmm(m bemﬁcial
use support). -

9. Water Body Assessments in the TMDL should not have xgnored habitat indices for BURP
monitoring, -

The H)EQewaEumdthewppmmébraﬂ bmeﬂcla! usesmﬂamﬂ:eMnddleForkPayme Sub-basin by

using the most complete data available at the time of document development. Habitat indices were not -

ignored, but were placed lower in the decision tree (i.e., other data sets were looked before habitat).

However, habitat indices are used to determine salmonid spawning use support.

10.  No assessment of salmonid spawning for several Middle Fork Payette River tributaries.
The IDEQ evaluated the support status for all beneficial uses within the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin by
using the most complete data available at the time of document development. The final TMDL reflects

Co
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additional support status analysis that was unable to be completed in time for the draft TMDL document.
Salmonid spawning was assessed for each of the 1996 303(d) listed tributaries.

il. TMDL should apply to all currently listed 303(d) segments and should address both ex:stmg
and designated beneficial uses.

- The final TMDL addresses all segments that are both on the- 1996 303(d) list and found to be water quallty
limited. Segments that have allocations established by the final TMDL document are those reaches located

in the lower portion of the Middle Fork Payette River below Big Bulidog Creek. The tributaries to these
lower reaches have been determined to not be water quality limited (i.¢., impaired) due to sediment because™
they rapidly transport elevated sediment loads, without showing much change to either the macro- '~
invertebrate populations, fish populations, or channel morphology. Therefore, these tributaries have been: -
detenninedtobesowcesofsediment, butaotwatarqun!ity-l?mimd&u-ﬁosedbnemr

12. Sh'eams1dent1ﬁedasbemgcleancrﬂmnthatreqmredbythewazerquahtystandatdsmustnot:
be degraded below their current condition.
Changeshavebeenma&emlhaﬁmiMLdocmnmmspecxfyﬂ;atlanduseacnwtieSMmtheMddle L
Fork Payette Sub-basin will continue to be conducted so that they. comply with the State ot‘ Idaha
Antxdegredmmn Policy as stated in IDAPA 16.01.02.051. : v

13.  Itis unacceptable to trade sediment delivery between wa:ersheds to allowa sub-baznn load

goal to be met.
The final TMDL submitied to the EPA by the IDEQ establishes pollutant load capacities; nofpoint
management load allocations, margin of safety, and background loads for the contributing areas for each of
the impaired reaches of the Middle Fork Payette River. %eﬁnalmebmmdspemﬁes&aﬂmduse
activities within the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin will continue to be conduc suﬁmtﬂwyoomphfmﬂx
mesmeofldalmAnudegpedamgPeiwgasmdmmAFA 1601 £2.051. '

14. hadequatequwummmpmmﬂnntheMmenbuummpom
mcMLmnmdmﬁaeﬁrawmmEQmmmMmumMowmmimple:nenwnon
plan development strategy. Specific feedback loops to show instream progress towards beneficial yse
suppnrtﬁreewmbemctudadmtthlddEekaPaymhnpicmmmmPhn The IDEQ expécts
these issues to be further resolved during the implementation phase of the fina! TMDL and dumfgthe' ;
development of the Bu!lTrout Recovery Plan throughtheSouthWestBasmNatweFlsh Watershed Advistry
Group.

15. St_rmm and habitat objectives must be met before deletion from the 303(d) list.

The IDEQ evaluated the support status for all beneficial uses within the Middle Fork Payette Sub-basin by
using the most complete data available at the time of document development. - Habitat indices were not -
ignored, but were placed lower in the decision tree (i.e., other data sets were looked before habitat). -

16.  Establish measurable substrate goals. -

The final TMDL estabiishes hilislope (i.e.; land manager/owner) targets for the contributing areas of each
impaired reach. These are presented mterms of a “percent above background” and tons/yecar based on
background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. In order to address concerns that the final
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TMDL subm:tted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate benchmarks for'g get attamment, an
additional section is included which outlines an implementation plan deVelopment strategy. _"The Watetshed
Advisory Group, along with designated l'esponslble management agencies, is the designated

dévelop the lmplemenm;an Plan and to msnre target atl:amment (1 ef beneficial [t

required to reduce to a percent over backgromld
Changes have been made i the fmai TMDL_ documentto address ]

L 'I'he'IMDLmtﬁtlmklandusemdthcpollutantof
‘IheIDEQacknowhdmﬂaatm nderstanding of the linkages betw : ;
beneficial use support is required before beneficial use support can be achieved. ‘H '.?
mapmmmw&wﬁhmmmﬂs,ﬁwmbmmﬂimhgumh' evelop

provides madequate lmkages, én addtt:onai section is included which outlmes on gomg efforts to detemme
current condmons and unpmved Imka.ges within the sub-basm \

nnl‘ f‘*

2. A sediment budget nwds to be deveIOped for the Mtddie Fork Payetie S basm ‘Which

- Cl1
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it ﬂes:gnated mspoqg:bge 18
agencies, is the deslgtmed enmy mqu:red develop the Ixﬁpfementanon Plan and to ensure target attainment
(i.e., beneficial uﬁe“*snmrt) )

3. The IDEQ must commit to asslsé%gg% fand
Mpiemenmnon plan'. 3 :

5. ado; ._mymmm'mﬁmwmﬁmﬁon
ﬁ:e __?'I'Brﬁ)Ldocxm;enuoaddresszinsmmem R

/‘«-z‘ [

10. 'I‘hé"ﬁ/lDL should provide enough mformanon to support de-hstmg, 1f appropnaxe, hence
the logic thalremoved segments from the. Hst. oo oo e TR
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Changes have been made in the finai TMDL doc:' ' to address t!us commem

The geology map thhm thg TMDL_- ee

1.

15. ‘Iheeﬁ'ectofdatacollecmdaﬁeraSOyeerevmhasonthe_modehng],_m uc’tedneedstobe

described.

16. Amargmofsafctylsmtneeded.
The Clesin Water Act, Section 303(d) speclﬁesthat, forlimse
mmmumblmhed“aakvelmrytn

these requ:rements by establishing sediment targets within the final TMDL j in
background™ mmuforallﬂowsmﬂ:mﬂleMdd}ekaPaymem-wiﬁm'
expamtbmemrgetsmllbeaéjmmdowrmaspmmwbmeﬁmﬁm.
iterations required in this approach suggest that a conservative approach in establj:
targets:sneeded. ThelDEthsﬂm:fthmetargetsmaﬁmnﬁ,ﬂtesuppoﬂ

o
ks ,ys,

17. Addmonal specxfic oomments prowded on the Dmﬁ Mlddle F
Assessment and TMDL,.
Changcs have been made in the ﬁnal TMDL document to address thls commen

s&'l?: .

Garden Vl[ley Res:dents
1. Coststoattambeneﬁcxalusesupponmustbemsonable -
The Middie Fork Payette TMDL establishes sediment targets for land managers | in m '
background” amount for each bf the impaired reaches. Attainment of these targe% andor fnll sugport of
beneficial uses will indicate that the TMDL has been adequately implemented. The IDEQ expects that
Watershed Advisory Group members, along with designated responsible management agencies, shall ensure
sediment target attainment and/or beneficial use support within the impaired reaches of the Mldd!e Fork
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. . atlve water
quality standards and beneficial iise support is requm:d before beneticial use support ‘and/or TMDL targéts
can be achieved. However, limited or inappropriate data and time constraints did not allow improved
linkages'to be developed for inclusion within the final TMDL. In‘order to address this conicern, the TMDL
submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ contains an added section which outlmes on gomg effﬁrts 0 detennme
current CO!ldlthIlS within the Middle Fork Payette River Suh-basm o

3. OMW@ intemsts (e g tecreation) must also be protected

The M:ddle Fork Payette TMDL establishes sediment targets for land managers in tmms ofa“percem above | s
background” amount. Attainment of these targets and/or full support of beneficial uses will md:cate thatthe

: : ’ \,__toestabhshacceptablegoﬂs ' i

'ﬂ:e final TMDL emhhshes hillslope (i.e., land manager/owner) targets fo:- the contnbutmg areas of each
impaired reach. These are presented in terms of a “percent above background” and tonsfyear-based on
background sediment production rates as estimated by BoiSed. Attainment of these targets and/or fufl
support of beneficial uges will indicate thet the TMDL has been adequately implemented. In order to
s that the final TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ provides inadequate benchmarks
t, an addmonal sectxon is mcluded which outlines an zmp}ementauon plan development
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P

3.

Use English umts of measure,
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e AF’R ___i 2 1999

" Apnl 12’1999 ﬁNI‘SiON OF

E NYVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
: M . BO‘iSE [EGICONAL OFFICE
Michael McIntyre :
Idaho Division of Envmnmental Quahty
1410 North Hilton

Boise, Idaho 83706

DearMike SRS %\ EOR Lo ,\,

We have completed our review of the F lnal M1dd1c Fork Payette Rlver Sedxment TMDL and per
our conversation, [ wanted to provide you our comments. In our review we found three asPects
of the 'IMQL were @eﬁcmzt' the supporting rationale for the target; the apphcanon of the -
bedloadmOdel andwchmcalmmtheanaiysw Inaddmon, we do’’ notagrce thattherezsa

sufficient basm 10 Justlfy not writing TMDLs for Scriver and Anderson Creeks “These issues are

MR

eXplamed in‘more detail below. Hepeﬁxﬂy this will clarify our position, and prov:de a basis for
further dlscussmn. _ o

' Marepreposed(cg poolfmqmyorswﬁceﬁnﬁ) Asmmfor
this target, thgdomem cites the USDA Forest Service (USFS), Boise National Forest criteria
wmmaﬂowsalw%pmmtmmmsedmtloadmamucalmThcmmmmng '

‘support includes 2 statement that the USFS believes 50%is conservatwe based upon unspecxﬁed

obsewanons,andastatmcntﬂutongomg IDEQ BURP &

ww&@%@ o Wi"" j & .
mummﬁé bemhshcdauevelswmehmmmqumy

concerns wi

uuixca:ed m our. pnekus commenm on the dra.ﬁ TMDL, the TMDL does not’ clea:iy
Imk the cause aflmpalmt to the instream target, load reductions and bencﬁcxal use

support;. .
~ There does not app‘ear to be any rationale as to why an increase in bed deposmon rate of -

58% above background would result in full support of beneficial uses;

The USFS criteria cited a5 support for the TMDL target is a target for sedimenit yield,

which is much d!ﬁ'erent than a bed deposition rate; and the USFS target itself is not

linked to full support of bcneﬁcxal uses - 1t is simply 2 management target set below

gmmmm



levels clearty documented to be excessive; and -
. The bed deposition rate is not measurable, therefore there is no way to measure whether
“the %%ga has been achieved or wbether'“ rogress is bemg made . P

Ensuring that the f.arget (and hence the allocatlons) will achieve water quahty standa:ds is hkely
the most critical element of a TMDL. Discussion on this. point within the Middle’ Fork Pa"e,zt »
. TMDL is con,ﬂlctmg For examp{e, on page 41 the TMDL states. ‘_twhether these unprov ;
[50% above background] are great enough to meet beneficial use support, cither'oa their 6
through additional measures, is unknown at this time", whereas on page 44 the TMDL states -

“This TMDL establishes a sediment production threshold for the impaired reaches (R3, R6, and o

R7) that will achieve the Idaho water quality. criteria for sediment and beneficial use support™.
anally on page 46 the IM]DL states “Thc H)EQ assens‘_that if these sediment targe:s are =attamed

. ve_cmlm.m; -

the TMDLdeesmot prowdeassmxnce that the goals of the' ('fW& and mpiemeﬁhng
- [40CFR130. 7(c)(1)] would be met.

et hedforms (i.e., 450 = 1,75 mim: dmeemdmpeireg!meplane-‘beds) Two
of the Pazkcr(1982) equanonwmvxeiatedmtheML‘loadmgmaiyms |

dxsmbuuons, whereas ﬁeld data show they are dxﬁ‘erent. and
| 2)theMLanalymsames thatnobedformsarcpresent, whereas ﬁelddatashowtheyarc;

The Pa:ker(l%Z?‘eqnanon uses bed stress to estimate sedlmentfrﬁfsport potential. ‘Parkerand
Klingeman (1982) pg. 1419 show how in sandbed streams the effective grain sm should be
used rather than bed stress. - Additionally, Wilcock (1998) demonstiatey that the' ‘critical shéar
stress varies significantly between gravel and sand-bed streams. 'Yang (1996) states that Parker
(1982) is appropriate for coarse gravel-bed streams and that the Yamur andfor Ackers and thte
equations should be used for ﬁne gmvel and sand-bed streams I

Recent data mi!eeged as pan;of EPA!USFS:‘IDEQ mommrmg (avmlab%e pnor to TMDL
development) also support the above conclusion and dentonstrates how the assumptions of
Parker (1982) are violated. EPA data analysis and preliminary sediment transport modeling



demonstrate that the Parker (1982 and 1990) equancns grossly over—predxct (1000—3000%)
sedunent tr:mspurt potential u:_che lower reaches (Fitzgemld and Bordm, ct

Middle Fork Payettc River Subbasm_ Rcadxly avmlable-mformanon was used to make the
support status calls, fesulting in anl adequate evaluation of coldwater biota use_-\ support sta;us
notwithstanding EPA concsms with the WBAG proccss’. HDWC‘VEI‘, EP‘A proyi eciwnnen

- mdthemeasmedchamctensncs of the impaired strean, EPACORCIWFM
bedloadtransponequahonwasmm-apphed. -Finall ,ﬂlemp@nsetocomg,
adequately address EPAs technical comments 16-20), mdothm-comméﬁtﬁ' ibt

T EPA regarding the techiiicl validity of the analysis (e.g., is the sedimet s

| mamstmnepmd:wchromc.ldahoFxshandGme), wh:chpnmmly address issuss discussed

bclow 3 N S

The TMZD_ alysis uses memods well estabhshed in the sclmuﬁc Iztemm‘e,‘ VEve : thigo - -
particular application requires substantial documentation and literature citation duet thc_ |
complexity and uncestainty associated with the analysis. ‘Becatise' tuch of ihe wmentatios

The followmg summanzes EPA s understandmg of the analysxs to the best of our know!edge
First, the-foad capacity is defined in terms of 2 bed-material load deposition rate, The analysis
assumes that: water quality standards and beneficial uses will be maintained/met at'd desos ition
rate of 50% above background, and instream targets, load capacities, ailocanons. and MOS are

set using this assumption. -

t f



The sediment transport analysis uses sediment erosion models and bed-material transport . -
equations. We constructed Figure 1 to dlustmte our understanding of the general steps and i+ .
process involved in the target and ioadma analyses The TMDL analysis uses established ﬁeld
procedures and methods to collect data, a verified erosion model (ie., BOISED) to define .
background input, and a verified bedload transport equatlon (Parker (1982)) to estzmate the -
bedload deposition rate. Background hillslope erosion and delivery, and stream sediment yzeid
are modeled using the USDA Forest Service modet BOISED and a potential Sﬁdlment dehvery
coefficient, respectively. Channel geometry, grain size distribution, and stream flow were
measured in the field at seven sites. These data were input to the Parker (1982) bedload transport
equation and used to est:mate the sedlment tranSport potentml S g T

i T R P s VoL S TN o« AP I T

The basic !ogm of thxs analyms appears sound, however, there is great uncertamty assoclaxed with
the results which facilitates the need to rigorously document all of the assumptions, EPA
determined that the followmg assumptions were made but were not documented in the fmal
- TMDL:

L JQ‘ .
1) the bankﬁxﬂ dlscharve is the effective discharge initiating significant bed material
transport and is respoasible for the long-term average bed material load and configuration
of the streambed;

Wt



5) bedload transport occurs only at banlcﬁ;ll d;scharge, PR
6) given the three sediment i inputs (Figurc 1}, no winnowing of ﬁne §ed1ment occurs c_n
the hillslope, nto selective tmnSport occurs m the tributaries, and o parncle abrasion
occurs between reaches; o

7) Parker (1982) assumes tlzc bed matenal Ioad and the pavcnt have similar particle
© size distribution;

8 sm.ooth boundnry"conmhons in the channel {Stoke s Law used for Settlmg veloczty),

ent backgro "’i_deposmonrawsarekstedmthetablﬁmﬂlﬂmhmca]appenmx_
able 4 (pg: BY); Tables 12e, £, & g (pgs. B24-26). After submitfal of the final
' ummwm*rabm 12e,f,&garenotthecorrecttab1es

fmmManumg sEquagonappwtogmsalyov' +y

ge (1.¢., measured < 1100 cfs; modeled 3000 ofs) which are used t
depth._a component of the sediment transport equation. T
: oi‘?“v"ﬁﬁ icted flow preseated in Tables 12

| : gy ._'1997) is d'rel: o
' 'emstzng conditions. In other words, all deposition rate targets are ulat teiauve to
the i mstmg condmon. Methods used to calculate ths depcsmon rate targets should be
relative fo thé”’dﬁﬁ%d conditions. * .
I hope tii§ Bas clanﬁed our concerns thh the final TMDL. _Because some 9f the critical steps
and assmp%ns% the TMDL aré undocumented, p]easc fet us know if oa.gsmnmary ‘of ‘your
analysis is not accurate.



~ We look forward to dJscuSsmg this with you in the near fitire. If this raises more questions, or if
there is additional detail you need, please contact me {3?8-5??4} or fim Fltzgeraid (378—5753)

Leigh Woodruff
TMDL Coordinator

c:  SteveWestDEQ o

Buiﬁngm IM and.Montgomery, DR, 1997. A systematic analysis of eight decades of
incipient motion studies, with special reference to gravel bed rivers. Water Resources
R&seamh Vol. 33, No. 8, pages 1593-2029.

_Pm'ke.r G. andKlmgman,PC 1982 Onwhygravelbedsn'eamsarepaved.WaterRmmes
Rmh.__ Vol. IB. No 5 pagesl409-1423 - ;
F{tzgerald,I.K.andBmﬂenC 1999. Chamcmnzanonofmmﬂowandsedxmmtloadofthe
Middle Fork Payette River Subbasin, Idahousmgsympncsamphngtechmqmsmd
" empirical formulas, ‘In proceedings from: nmthannua.lNonpomtSourceWamrQuahty _
MomtonngResultsWorkshop

Wilcock, P. R., 1998. Two-fraction model of initial sedirnent motmn in gravel-bod rivers.
Science. Vol. 280, April 17.

L s
Yang, C. T., 1996. Sediment Transport: theory and practice. McGraw-Hlll Comp, Inc. ISBNO-
07-912265-5.pg. 262.




Issue 4: Statements made in the final TMDL documesit that provide assurance that the
targets and allocations will achieve water quality standards appears to be conflicting.
This issue stems pnmaaly from edztmg mistakes rather than dry mherent amb;gmty within

Discussion Points between Region 10 EPA and IDEQ on the
Middle Fork Payette TMDL - Submitted December, 1998

Water Quahty Targets o
Issue 1: The T& DL does aot clearly Imk the cans
load reductxo ns ar bieneﬂclal ug;g s i_njt."
_‘rtstatus' : - Imigrau
of bulltront are lacking within the lower reac e ment load reductions will improve
the cg@nmns vmhm the! wey ; g

mpmrment to beneﬂc:al uses is due to nonpomt ‘$ource ac!:mties a ack |
iteration is allowed, if not requn:ed The ﬁnal _'I'MDL document allogvs i

‘ gate” |

beny fi clal use supwﬂ:, the statement on’ page M was included to show how the
narratwe standard achievement and TMDL: allocations are based pnmanly on professional
judgement at this time, and, fioally, the statement made on page 46 (and 44) that the
beneficial use support will improve under these initial sediment TMDL targets is based on
preliminary estimates that the current sediment load will be reduced by half



Model Mls-Apphcatmn
Issue 1: The streambed of the lower reaches of the Middle Fcrk Payette River are
composed of sand sized particles:and dune bedforms may be present. Therefore, form drag
must be considered significant and the shear stress should be parhtwned lt is suggated
that the Ackers aad White equation should be used_

LS

_ ] rmed 10 look amm Gfm on'the ratic 6etweéﬁ '
; lﬁ md target sedxme;lt mtg& Re%tsﬁﬁ‘mm showed that the uhpact of
Gite Value nf’ shear stress oyer @ncthems not sa@xﬁcm (see Qh??fo in the IGWer
reach éxample) - I . _ :




Technical Documentation Issues: -
Issue I: EPA personnel found the analysis difficult to track. Incorrect spreadsheets were
submitted in Appendlx B of the TMDL document.
. That, in the opinion of the EPA, the ‘document’s analy51s was “poorly
;2n editorial complaint than # technical complgz_nt Additionally,
vailable to answer questions and {0 take edited  copies of the
. revi vers up unti “

_ is more of

' 't’tcn_

il the ﬁ_, | document was

. Also the sp;eadsheets of the final docurhent s appendugB wa;
- domment and are avmlable as documag; comons 1

: dlschargecondmons,thenthatpmdesmeremmsdepamed
(S)Thswas_notasmnn@_ L :

- A -
pp TR . S,




Issue 4: EPA identified four critical technical errers in the overall analysis: 1) incorrect
tables were included in Appendix B of the final document, 2) the bankfull flow,as
estimated by the Manning’s equation and used to estimate normal depth, appear to grossly
overestimate banifull ducharge, resulting in a difference in chntm of 100%, 3)

Stoke's s Law was incorr ety used _ta_ mlculate mrt;de settling eklcity, and 4) methods used

Fork Payette. '_

Wi - &
P e




Comparison bgtween 1*r = 0.0376 and t*r=0.072

i .
Suggested % abov  Background Rate of

Target Rate of .
Reach  Background Deposit @ . =0. 072 Deposit @ 1, = 0. 073

1 50 10 X 15

2 44 8 12

3 46 8 12
4 50 1 2

5 56 19 28

6 26 89 133

7 48 43 65

Comparison for reduction in transport cﬁpﬁcity (Q,/30)
Suggested % abov <Backg-roun_d_§ate of  Target Rate

Reach  Background Deposit @'Q,/30°
7 - 48 225

Equation Used for Fall Velocity (see column K in spreadsheet)

*SQRT(M*D* *(Ps P))/p)




Source
{1)

Particie charactaristics
{7

Shields (1936b)
n.d.}

Shields (1936h)

Gilbert (1914)
Kramer (1932, 1935)

Casey (1935a,b) o

USWES (1915)

Shields (1936b) and Wheaton (7 (uupubj:shed report,

Very anguiar amber cuttings




MEASURED TOTAL SEDIMENT LOADS

(suspmzn”mans AND BEBI.OADS )

FOR 93 UN4TED STATES STREAPS
By Garnett P, Williams, U.S. Geologlcal Survey,

and David L Rosgen, W11dland Hydrology Consultants

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

Deaver, Colorado
1989

b
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Table 3.--Badload particle-size distributions--Continued

06-18-84
06-25-84
07-03-84
07-12-84 .

a7-10-84 5
07-25-B4

05-31-86

06-D4~84. 1]
06-06+54 B
06-11-84
06-19-84
06-2

.8

28 52 62 72 78

26 L) 63 H 83
17 8? 100

at !le'd

eriand,

95

100
83
we s
91 100
a2 100

e 28 55 85 100
3 2 8 100

oe coGbo Soooo.

54, Jefferson Creek nesr Jeffersan, Colo.

4 19 &l 63 81 83 100
0 B N 50 67 83 100
o y 27 45 86 82 100
o 18 & 66 82 100

0 15 38 54 77 92 100
o 20 47 60 73 87 100
0 1 25 47 73 92 100
o 17 3 50 67 83 1o@

55 "Cﬁi; Creek neay Bailey, Cale.

14 85 13 99 100
7 _ 93 - 93 109
4 Tt % 86 100
[ . &1 88 - 88 U104
- TR 92 C 92 00
.6 % o m 27 o
5 29 i % 9 100
4 25 k] 73 &9 91 104
Jh [ 36 B 84 98 100
& 8 33 92 92 9% 100
.6 7 37 36 86 98 100
1 14 54 93 93 100
R 8 c a3 a2 92 100
Q 10 40 a0 a0 100
a 4 23 89 89 100

93

38 “s2 Tl 95 100

185 100

100
100
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_ MEASURED TOTAL SEDIMENT LOADS
(SUSPENDED LOADS AND BEDLOADS)
FOR 93 UNITED STATES STREAMS

- U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY = -
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N ka\ﬁ\'t, ‘UbX\nhk' ‘Ep\wQ\:g_5‘

Percent by weight finer that size indicated (m
Sample Date <0.4 0.8 1.

- 3/5/98  10% 47% i
B 10% . 47%
1 6% 28%
- 3%
8%
4%
5%




Attachment I: Detailed Reply to Comments Ret:ewed from Tim Hamlin, US-EPA Regmn

The[DEQ achmwledgeamatan\mdmtandmgofthehnm- uality standards and
bcmﬁcmlusesupportxsreqmredbeforebeneﬁcmlusesuppm:anbe achrevcd However, limitedor
mappropnatedata,cmpiedmﬁmmegonsmts,aﬁowed@ll}fpm'ﬂaijmkﬂgﬁtobcdwelomdfmmcﬁman
within the final TMDL. In order to address concerns that the final TMDL submitted to the EPA by the IDEQ
pmndesmadcqumlmm mm&mmmmmchmﬂmmgomgcmmm

Sonha OHORWmEQ:SfQSPOnsetot&swmmmtmbefouadmthe ollowlﬂg
attachment {Attachment 2: IDEQ Internal Memo) and ia the following excerpts of ¢

mwﬁmmammm&mmmmmam
production threshold. Wh!eztmappmuﬂthatﬂwammtlevdsofhﬂslapesed:mﬂprothw&mm '
m"basgdonthemppmts&ﬂzsofthclomremhm thedegrecofexcesssedrmmumnmdlfﬁctdt:o
qm#fr at this time. Wwwmmm@mﬁMMWasmw_.

These,(mced;mm ioad alfacazrom} .are based on estimated avmgemnuaibmkgmmdsed:mﬁmpm
mtesmhwmgtlwhﬁddleForkPayeﬁeR.lw Cmmmmgeomatselemdpommm
used to represent average reach conditions; These simplifications combine with the annual variability for
ﬂowmmmmpmmmnmhmymmmdmmmmmhmmﬂdmbe
PMWWMMFMPWM W!niezusappmﬂmttlmctmlmekofhiﬂsm
sediment tion are “excessive” based on the support status of the lower reaches, the degires of excoss
seduncntatmmdiﬁcuhsoqumfy By selecting an estimated increase in reach deposition of 50% over
backgrmmdmsmmmdthmﬂmmmtsedmtloadwﬂlneedtoberedneedhyha‘ifandthat,



through these reductions, improvements to the lower reaches will occur...

';bymmchmwaédém """

AdVISOIchﬂp mmwmmmkmmmm mﬂwdesxgmmd'&mymmdm

Wworlandmemw&haabiew

wof



e

develop the hnpmm Plan and to ensure target attainment (i.c., beneficial use support).

kaPayetteR:ver Mmmhmmrmmsmmmaﬁmmm_mmw

wild degrade ex:sungquahty ‘the State of Idaho Antxdegredaﬁnﬁ Policy
wouid'needtobemet -
Changes have beert made in ;@:ﬁna!Thﬂ)LdocumntospemfythatImdusemnwmﬂmliddle
Fork Payette. : coutinue to be conducted:so that the . :
) £ IDAPA 16,01 02951_

dedle Forkh Payette Rwer Thereﬁ')re an increase in sediment load to the ta.rget percent above



background is not supported by the current TMDL loading analyms and allocations. Addntmnal
clarification on the [DEQ’s response to this comment can be found in the followmg _'
the ﬁnal Mnddle_ F ork Payette TMZDL :

Pt
R

Sectlon323 .

4, TheMLiwksamdennﬁabieioadaﬂocanon o
 TMDLs m_dsﬁmd in40 CI-‘R Part 130 os the sum of the mmmalwm Load Allocation

ificantly changed by the US-EPA. Addmnaieianﬁmmaamc
e canhefoundmthefoﬂowmgmefpmm&eﬁnalm&e

Sectmn323.,page43 A
mefmmhof&wmm&memmmmmm Thwe
allocauons_mufyioadcapam:es target nonpoint management load allocations; m&nmargmofsﬁety ‘
based on the estimated background loads for each of the contributing arcas to the impacted reaches. 'I'helom_
Mmmof“pmmwbwm&dfwmmmmhﬁmmﬁbmdm B
h'epomOﬂofthetotalloadthatcanbewmibutedbymanamachwm '

a8

By



y—

Where uncertainty exists (and this is almstaiways the case) abou;thcamo
masmably assimilate, t‘ederai law reqmres a margm of safety (MOS bei

uzt of polluta,nt a water. body can
Jisded in the

Addmonal 'ciariﬁcatton -on'the IDEQ’s response to this comment can be found in the following

excerpts from the final Middle Fork Payette TMDL.:



Sectlon3 i.5

mwmmbmfmwﬁwmhmwmmwamo&mmm
recovuy BmseofmgscmagnmncmdmgomgmdsmdammLGmbmmm ms

pificat ﬂxemEQ*srespansemthmcommwtmbaﬁsundmthe_
excerptsﬁ'om theﬁmll\«ﬁddle Fork Payette TMDL

Creek,andﬂummmofﬁwMzddkakPayetﬁcRxw Aﬂof%hmtwm_
Boise National Forest and werc deterfnines to‘bewmquahtyhmitedbasedm'_ :

National Forest Plan standards and guidelines (USDA, 1990) and best professional judgemcnt. Guidance for

listing water bodies ay water g y timited provided by Region 10 of the EPA states that any determination
of water quality limited statis based ori this type of cxcesdences mdproﬁessmnal;udmmbem»
examined (EPA, 1995)...

St T iy Sy

Mostofﬂmﬁsbﬁ?mfomaumcollectedmmlswmhad are ﬁom;heupiandmbutams' Smoethelower

B



: ChangechavebeenmademtheﬁnalTMDLdocmnenttoadchessthlsoonuncnt

10.  What was the basis for subwatershed ranking? How do these rankmgs fit into the
sediment source assessment?

A rimon

cha'ngeshavebeenmadmumﬁgal'rm

1L Include a table which identifics oth hill lepe delivery and surfac

Specnﬁcally ple_ase refer to Table 1 m_Appendxx B, on page B3

12. Where is streambank erosmn’etmve and what percentage of the sediment load is from
~ bank erosion? -

- Clarify monitoriny byxandof"_‘ whatandhowdetheymterpretdata’?
Chaugeshavebeen “mmmmmmmem ;

Additional d‘““ﬁc‘*"‘m on the H)EQ’s mponse 1o this comment can be found in the foﬂowmg
exwvts from the ﬁpal Middle Fork payeee TMDL:

Section3.2.3 - - |
Cmemhadmm ﬂsomﬁmmsof“perémmmckg\wnd” as estimate i
mm@@%.m&mmﬂh&mmmmwmw
for the impaired resches. ' Each of the required Sediment reductions apply 16 the entire conteibusing areas of
eechﬁfﬂwmpmedmdlee"forauumesofﬂ;eyear fmum%sofsedmmmmmemm&

Payette River. . SIS

Ty
-




Table 14: Current Cumulative Sediment Loads, Cumulative Management Allocations, and Required
Sediment Load Reductions* ~~ ©  ° L N

e

{% above bkgmd)

5

No:eﬂ:atmetoadsﬁmhﬂlhmbhmownedbyamofngmciesmdmmedfmﬁmberhmp
mm@mmmﬁw@maﬁmm Also note that the allocations specified for
Reaches 6 and 7 include the en contributing areas for each of these reaches, of which the Pyle sub-
watershed compases a small portion. Refinement of these allocations will be required during the
development of specific actions for sediment reductions during the implementation phase of this TMDL,

A wmplete loadmg analysw, I conjunction with an implementation plan, Jays out a general pollution control
strategy and an expected time frame in which water quality standards will be met. For narrative criteria, e.g.



' sedunmtandet,tlacmmsmeofmammoﬂdahoswaterquaht;!standardsmﬁlllsgp__

beneficial uses (IDEQIJ 1998) Long recovery penods {greater than five ycars) a
f

water quallty gnals is an essential partof mlmant&on plans.

B e

quahtytstobedonebyIDEQ Implanmtahmmtmumw;ﬂbe

IdahosshmTNDdevelomthandme
mnu InamdeMDmehxsw?mwnmdmm

Forest); 2) Idﬂlo Dapaﬂmmt of Watechsmu'ces Basin Plan ad 3) IDEQ Bull Trout MWAMML
Additional ont going studles relevant to the Middle Fork Payette River Sub-basin specific to sediment load




dcscnptmns and analysis include; 1) a land slide i inventory (Boise Cascade Corporatlon), 2) SedMod model
apphcamm mﬁmmmts and general qucl reﬁmments 3) [daho Depaﬂmmt of Lands Cumulative Effects

14. The TMDL should estabhsh a framework whxch Spec:ﬁcg.lly outlmgs the elements that

x -\rz ﬂ %&g‘;i

WMamman'wﬁg@eﬁm

Wwﬁh d&emmbkhndmmagmagmmsoﬁmﬁwymay

mmémmmmﬁnmmﬁbmgmwmcm sSeﬁModsednthpmdmﬁunmodeI
Thesempmmeﬂsmhﬂcaquﬂnymmlcheckfmmammmmbcanmsmthmthc dedlcFork

-ﬁémn :




Payetr.e River sub-basin in addition to modiﬁgations to the SedMod model itseif (Glass, 1998).

to be ava:iable summer of 1999

TheCWEproeesswasdevelopedmordatometanhdugr

Act. &ewmeptofcumulaﬁveeﬁectsmggesttbagwhﬂempacts&ommysmglcfm
exceed Idaho water quality standards if BMPs are properdy applied, ir

add up to Idaho water quality standard exceedences.’ The CWE

Addmonal clanﬁcatmn on the IDEQ’s response to ﬂ]ls comment has been inich
document excerpt under Commem 14,

16. Thz TMDL needste fist all timitations and asmmptlons:usqd in th f&oadmg a;sal !
Changemmademtheﬁmﬂ‘MDLdmmto address this o

Additional clanﬁcatlon on the IDEQ s response to this comment can be found in the following
excerpts from the final Middle Fork Payette TMDL.:



Section 4.2.2. (Model Apphcanon and Assumptions)
The Parkm' bedload cquanon is umd in the Mlddlc Fork Payette Rnrer TMDL loadmg analysns to dcvelop an

Certammputsmdmulwoftbcsedmmuanspmﬂpmtymodclwmchmkedfwcachwmhmomw
' dmmmhowwcﬁﬂwmpmsmdmodclﬁtmmmeMMeFakPayWe&msym These included a
check on th geometry during the ywﬂow,mdachwkontheobsewedve:sesﬁmpmdm
; i. DSO)forthem ﬁxeresxﬂtsofﬂlmchecksareprmmdm'[ablﬂ




Table 3: Parker Transport Capacity Model Input and Reach Medium Size Particle Check

Whaemes&(andthmwa!mostalway:ﬁmcm) ou ﬂmanmmtofpollutantawaterbodycan
reasonably assimilate, federal law reqmresamargmofsafcty(MOS)beuwmgedmthecalctﬂaums The
MOS may be numerical or be incorporated in conservative assurfiptions ised to establish the TMDL. The

MOSmmadedmmethmmquahtygoalsmﬂbemﬁwmmmmmymtheloadmg



capacity exists...

.The ClcanWaterAct §303(d) specifies that, for thase waters identified as »
mustbc ' 'tabhshcd.‘_‘atalevel uecessmytof lanentt?,applmablewatu Yz

attained thesuppnrt?fd:e bencﬁualus_esmllmprow. Add:tmnally,themEQ m i
sediment targets to bead;usted over hmeaspmgress tewarﬂs_bemﬁcmi_

cmmamdmmmmmeMddekaPayethmrmb-imﬁz T

Additional clarification on the IDEQ’s response to this. cormnent can be found in th followin
excerpts‘_@& the ﬁnal M_’lddle Fork Payette TMDL: - _

Section 4.2 2.5'(Bomc Cascadc SedMod ‘Model Improvamnts)
Improvements are in the process of being made to Boise Cascade sSedMod sednnentpmd:ct:mmodsl.. :
These improvements include a quahty control check for stream initiation locations within the Middle Fork



Payette River sub-basin in addition to modifications to the SedMod model itself (Glass, 1998).




- Attachment 2; IDEQ Internal Memo -

Ass:stant Adm!mstrator C
FROM: Stive West o
: Regtonal Admlmstrator L

-mdd;eF”"

Asrequested. Wemprovidmgthe information regarding the 50% a kgro
canbefoundonpagewofthedommm Asyoumaymcall,ourongmalf"”"
target for pool frequ

the link to hnbltat tmpamnent wh:chxsnnt consxderedapoﬁutant by DEQ

atargetforsedlmentmputmtermsof“pementabovebackground’
bmedma%mmemremhdepomuonmtesowbackgrmnd, eposition rates, . These

rapresentavemgereachcoudtuons Thms:mpbﬁcanonscombmedwuhtheanmm!
variability for flow and sediment input to make it unlikely that the exact deposition

'unmatedherewouldbeprmmthmthehﬁddleForkPayen_eRivet Newdata,
mﬁnmanon,ormodeimﬁnementsto:hmappmachmﬂmosthkely! d to improvements in

_ dmhﬁ!hepommmesemmsesbegmto aﬁ’ectreach deposxt;on, ;apamty,
‘changes to particle size distributions (Chapman and McLeéod, 1987, Pot?ondy et al,
1991) Pnor to this TMDL, a threshold of 100% above background ‘was selected as
“excessive sediment” by the USDA Boise National Forest. This threshold - was determined
by an observation by Potyondy et al. (1991) that impacted conditions within the Middle Fork
PayetteRwerwereamltof!eveisabovebackgroundofas much as 200%. It was observed
‘that these levels were “excessive” based on the observed channel conditions. It was
recompaended to reduce these historical levels by 50%, or, in other words, set a threshold for
sediment productmn to 100% above background sediment levels (Potyondy et al, 1991)

per river mile. ‘A decision was made to ﬁot include fhis target because of

w3

Fi



time. Ongoing IDEQ beneficial use support status analysis, in

-2ms ML) ed with a similar quandar en %tabhsiunza Sediment production
threshold. While it is apparent that the current levels of hillslope sediment production are
“excessive” based on the support status of the, fower reaches, the ‘degree of excess

 sedimentation is difficult to quantify at this time. By selecting an increase in redch deposition

of 50% over background as the load capacity it is recognized that improvements to the lower
redches will accur (i.e., the amount of sediment currently entering the impaired reaches would
need to be reduced by half). However, whether these improvements aré great enough to meet
beneficial use support, either on their own or through additional measures, is unknown at this
_ ombination with on
weataton plan developmeat s deeribed.in

0] n and imple)
rill identify the ini




P, N Attachment 3: IDEQ Internal Memo

DIVISION OF
"~ ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

of 'Sa]momd '

reek; Ihave:_declded

pomon"of AndersonCreek is nn non-Forest_Sezw:e iand and was not

: mvenmry was performed at on}y otie ofthmsxm in 1996, 'l‘h:s mtﬂryw
' rewhﬁofAndemonCre&andMRambomeut (O. myklss)andSctﬂpm(Cotﬁdae) Tl:eﬁshsurvey

On the other hand Scnver Creek was probably assessed as “Not Assessed’ acc:dentally Fomst Semce $

'Baseline Inventory Found “Spawning Success” in 1986. Boise National Forest’s Aquatic Survey Data Base
shows Multiple age classes of both Rainbow and Brook Trout. There is no reason to believe Salmonid
Spawning is anything but “Full Support™

The revised assessments _
The revised assessment for salmonid spawning in both Anderson Creek and Scriver Creek is “Full Support”™.
DEQ Boise Regional Office believes that water quality is not limiting salmon spawning in Anderson Creek

=



= - and Scriver Creek, and has made a commitment to further investigate the strcngth of the populations, in the
Summer of 1999, Itis my umderstandmg that if Salmomd Spawmng s found to be limited, TMDL type
actions will be immediately taken.

o



Attachment 4. Responses to Additional Questions from Jim Fitzgerald, US-EPA

Question 1. The text cites Parker (1 990} however is appears the analysrs u.ses ngg.r'
is this correct? Igf_-'_ - -

requ:remenf qf the Parker equatzbn is that :_mnal par:tcle mpt:on. be cam;dered tf
are used, mdphjtscalculatedusmg ¢l-—'r/(1 IS*:') DA _

th-s' model is the
undm‘stand how this i is done _f

The mtmal._ shear stress'used is based ou:cltatlons in peer—rewewed pubhshed hterature for
gramtm geology m the Sierra Nevada (Andrews and Nankervis, 1995). - :

Question 4, Haw was the trgpur D, determined which set the reference shear stress { T*) jbr the Parker
potential movemem cal;ukztlm? And, is this value assumed to be the approximate A‘.)ﬂIl under
background cmdrmm or is it based on the existing conditions? _

Tth,,;sboththe'r&mkoftheuansponandaﬁ‘ectstbcamountoftransport Thesemustbe

- consigtent for each geometry, mputmuunt,mdpamc!eﬂzedlsmbunonmoddsd Therefore, the
Dy, used was determined through iteration. The final Dy, used was then compared with cusrent
observations of Dy, for model validation. The Dy, is relatively insensitive to the amount of input
and particle size distribution, but is sensitive to channel geometry. This is because the transport
mtelsexn'emelysensmvetotheD,,,(xe arelatwetysmallchangemtheD,oruuitsmalarge
changemthechanne! tmnsport rate).

Question 5. The mass per velaczly column in the spreadsheer lists (O/V), is there a Q, or should it be
Qa -

Yes,tinswasa'typo itshouldbth Theanswerremamsthesame

Question 6. How i.s (Q,,/VJ (tam/imter) related to the substrate gram size distribution? This answer
may be covered in one of the cited references. Because of the “gray” nature of some of the literature
could DEQ provide a copy of the following references to help EPA expedite their review of the analysis:
1) Kinerson (1 986); and 2} Andrews and Nankervis (1995)?

. ;__""’Q&: /V,-
= ZQM /K



 Where F,, is the fraction of the bed in the i* size class.

: graph : Mmas thesu ‘Copies
ofboth of these papers can be found with Chartie Luce and Alan Barta at Lhc_ Rocky Mounta:_n

Question '7 The deposm n rates presented in Table 12 (mam dacwnena and Table 4, 1 I, am’ 2
ﬁppendax B) list different deposition rates. EPA assumes that the values listed in the spreadsheets are
the actual numbers. Will this dtscrepmcy change the final load cqvacmes and allocations presenred in

 that those St apijéndnxarem
mietric bnits (NO'IE_I'i'HE IQNS&E VS THE IQﬁHESﬂB. IN THE COLUM’_ILE“I:IEF@I‘NGS).

e e o A i

at only usedasadwgnosucwhenmmaﬂywnnngthcspmdsheetandlsnot
. use $ﬁr _\ﬁmh;mgalwlaﬂons Consequenﬂy 1twasnotupdatedtoreﬂectthefactthat the
.  summation needed to'.handle smaﬂer size fractlons in lower gradlent teaches




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

,..-"";;7""’-2 REGION 10
H 3 1260 Sixth Avenue
4 Seattie, WA 98101

1daho Division of Enwmnmental Qua.hty
1443 N. Orchard o
Boise, Idaho 83706 - -

Tomakemweareelearonthecﬁmahsmmasﬁ:eycurrcnﬂystand,andensurethatﬁzture

discussio _am as effegtive as possible, I thought it would be valuable if EPA re-s
I0S We | offered in our earlier meetings (see attachmeags_) _It‘ IDEQ cou_d fo!low _ provxdmv

a desdﬁﬁﬁzon‘of mé &pproach you intewd 1o take, and what §

cc:  Michael Mclntyre, IDEQ
Dave Mabe, IDEQ

Attachments (2)

ammm Recycled Papar



Provisions ¢. and d. from'Option | would also apply.

Anachment A

- MF Faveti2 River TMDL. Outzons

Ontien. [,

deposition rate would achievé ful suppo
_ spawnmg uses (etpl.mduon provided m'd '

b. addmonal hillslope targets would be estab ished
wasting, surface erosion, bank erosion, etc. ) gy.subwatershed to help dn'ect
__ unplementauon aczmtnes EPA would be's 0 Wor. DEQ uiennfy

"”ondmans database; and |
. using sediment transport curves to sel meas:
_reducnons :

Option 3.

This options consists of using natural back\,round sedxmenz Ioadmsz as a zamet for the TMDL
This option is predicated on the presumption that beneficial uses would be fully :mpported at-
natural background sediment loading rates. EPA recognizes that there are other factors
contributing to beneficial use impairment (2.g., elevatad water temperature). The expectation is



that r=tucing the sediment load will benefit sneciic aspects of the water qualiis problems, and
that beneticial uses arz likely to be fully supported at some point above naturaj background.
Ongoing monitoring would be used
the goal of the TMDIL.

to establish when full support is achieved. thereby achievin

o
&

s
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Attachment B

Lower Boise River TMDL Sediment Issues Summary

trart ie conduct fellow up mesitoring <0 ¢ R

ize bedload (no data

cthere is no%%mmmment fmm ]DEQ for any lotthese elemems,’ imt there seefns to be
general agreemem on the value of a. and b. Incorporation of substrate targets into the TMDL
appears to be the most problematic.
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§TATZ IF 0ARO CISZ PEZIONAL cFrIsz
DIVISION OF -

,f ENVTPONMENTAL QUALITY
d %

1410 Nor: Hilon ' 33706-1253 + 1208} 373

Decerﬁber" 2%, 99

Tim Hamiin, Water Quality Umt Manager,
u.s. Envuronmentai Protectzon Agency :
Region 10 - =

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

RE: M:ddle Fork :Pa'yette Rlver TMD

meetings bewveen nd EPA on Aprn 23 andAlI
and their final resoluﬁon' We agree that your concerms are ;mportan
cons¢deratzc_ have prepared the following responae,._

‘ ' ._-‘the changes regardmg 50 6 ’
letter rather than a rewsed document. Our discussions wil
acceptable :

vised TMDL target
framework for the Middle Fork Payette River, and sets a interim surrogate target of an
increase in pool frequency within these lower reaches to an average of 2 poais, with a -

residugtdepth > 1.3 meters deea per km and a mlnsmum of ne igss than 3@25 pools.
inany 3 km stretch. = © . o :




Tim Hamiin, re; MF Payette
December 23, 1689
Page 2

The vaiue for this target is chosen base n.co
upstream. reaches of the MF F‘ayette :tseh‘ ﬁ“ue pn il

Setting a target for pool res:duaf depth is a surroga e measure -_
based upon the way in which sediment loading is affecting bene@.
Middle Fork Payette, and reinforces the specified bedload transport reductro :ﬁ.;The
values specified are interim and subject to change when additionai srte-speczf ¢ data
support the need for rewsron A pool mventory has been completed e@' :

estabhshment cf a watershed adwso
. spring of 20

\Any ravisions to the MF Payetts TM 3 g0 & .
recipients of the originally. submitted decument_ :e' of the writ Vision —
letter, appendix, substitute chapters - will be détermined atthe trme of revision based
upon the extent of the changes and clanty of record The DEQ will als .mamtam a
recerd of any changes i rts ﬁies

The targe framework estabiishes the des:red peol frequency (staf
primary instream target for the Middle Fork Payette TMOL in ¢
use support. We believe this surrogate provides a readrly meas
for gaging improvement in over-mntenng and mrgratlon habrmta’f

sediment. !oad re&uctrons

Secanderlly, methods to increase the frequendy of deep poals are also gentrﬁed
These methods include a decrease in sediment production from hillsiope land use
~ activities in the upper portions and tributaries of the Middie Fork {MF) Paystte basin and
- possible instream structure construction. The later is identified as, an gptzsm tobe .
considered in implementation bécause it is'fécol éd the load reductic slone may
' 8 {0 achieve the pool frequericy target. Subh direct measures'afe?not
prescnbed by the TMDL , S i

Lo gl
We beheve addttlon of a des:red frequency of deep pools asa surrogate dees ait that
should be expected or is needed at this time to bridge the gap between sediment
reduction and recavery of beneficial uses in the MF Payette. We maintain that this
surrogate is site-specific, thus not applicable elsewhere without analysis of conditions in
- that other locale, We believe it is a measurable goa! that provides a more practical
gage of the trajectory of water quality restoratior in the MF Payette than modeling or |
medStifement of sediment loads alone. However, it is not a substitute for the load
reductions laid out in the TMDL and is not, by itself, a measure to determine whether
individual activities are in compliance or allowable under the TMDL. Prescribed
reductions in hillslope sediment loads are o serve that purpose.



Tim Hamtin, re: MF Payetie
December 23, 1999

narrative criterid i3S
biclogical asses_srﬁgen

. Rewsed Tabfes f 2_ |
Revised Tabies 4,

The 1998 TMDL dowmeﬂ speczﬂes hflis!Ope sedlment ta, ‘
areas to the impaired reaches. The DEQ believes these hilislope'sedlm' tar
combination with the pool fnequency target specified in this -
requirements‘of the ' vas our |

April 23

The addiﬁe‘ ‘of a;surragate target was presented as option two A
1999. We note that you speclﬁed four prows:ons a-d, under opt:on two in that Ieger Our

provtsmns, p .\

Provision b. using sediment transport curves to set measurable and realistic bed-matenal load
reducﬂgns VD SR ’?‘ .

The DEQ cemmifs_i%?’ arttc:pate in a smdy to evaluate the use of sediment tra port *
curves to establish a better linkage between hillslope sediment targets and desired
conditions in the lower reaches of the Midd!e Fork Payette River. The extent of thrs
participation will be fimited to staff time. Upon completion of the study, thé DEQ agrees
to evaluaterthe resilts'and determine whether or nat the current tillsiope Sediment
targets are appropriate and to use the results of the study to Tnadify the targetsif "
appropriate. ‘This Commitment does not mean DEQ endorses sediment: transport
curves as the only means to set meaningful goals for sedtment foad reductions,




Tim Hamiin, re: MF Payette
December 23 1999

. goes beyond what is Currently requ:red in a TMDL. We do intend to continue BURP
monitoring on a regular five cycle in accordarice with current DEQ program goals. This
will include the MF Payette River. Furthermore, in setting a surrogate as a measurable
goai DEQ will monitor that surrogate in the MF Payette River as well. However, further
details of monitoring specific to the MF Payette River wdi be addressed inthe, -
;mplementatton plan ;see below).. v | s

- "'Thxs provisions speaks to what DEQ intends to cover in the 1mplementat=on pian and |

Provisio 1d lceliy requests mere tail r

Much Q! what S eeks here will be addressed m a separate and subsequent
lmplemehﬁhon plan. Therefore no addntrons addenda or errata are made to the
current TMDL on this matter & _

isto be completed withm 18

‘months of ﬁna! EPA' approvai That guwdance pnmdes considerabie detail as to the
content of an implementation pian. We also have plans to develop a companion
uidance document which will more specificaily address TMDL

The DEQ recdgmzes, as does EPA that development of most TMDLs will be an

S iterative process and that any TMDL can and should be revised hased upon better
- . information dFanalysis. This is addressed in DEQ's TMDL guidance document as well.
' i to rake use of new and better information to improve all our TMOLs,
IS _it. We have made a specific commitment to do so in the present
. o 'pmwsmn b above. However, it must be recognized by alf that our
ability tc revise any TMDL is constrained by a heavy workiaad in developing round 1
TMDLs for the next six years, at least. o

JOVRNF.4



Tim Hamiin, re; MF Payette
December 23, 1909
Page 5
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Page 45 -Table 14

Table 14: Current Cumulative Sediment Leads Curmulative Management Allocations, and Required
Sﬁdlmcnt Load Rcducuons* _ .

Alfo;ant;h (% . 'Load Rcducnon

abaove bkgmd} e (% abeve blarnd) »

- 33
_ .JJ

A%

<«

%

720

£

&
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Page B9, Table 5 (Appendix B):
Table 5. Load Capacity, MOS, and Manag
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